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PREFACE. 


It was stated by Professor Blunt, in the Introductory Lecture 
on the Study of the Early Fathers,’ which he delivered 
shortly after his election to the Margaret Professorship, that 
he intended to “ take the Fathers successively in their order; 
submitting to” his hearers “ the pith and body of each; some 
portions of them abridged; but much of them, especially 
such passages as seem to have a peculiar value and force, 
literally .... translated.”* His Lectures, during the five 
years which ensued, were in accordance with this announce- 
ment; and it was not until he had gone through a consider- 
able number of the Early Fathers in this way, that the 
Course “On the Right Use” of them, consisting of two 
Series, was delivered, the first in the October Term of 1845, 
the second in the October Term of 1846; subsequent to 
which, additions were made to many of the Lectures, and the 
Second Series, especially, was considerably enlarged. 

It may be presumed, therefore, that this Course of Lectures 
exhibits, in a connected form, the conclusions to which the 
author intended to lead his hearers by the detailed examina- 
tion of the Fathers, through which he had conducted them. 
And that his own conviction of their soundness was well- 
grounded at the first, and was never shaken afterwards, may 
be inferred from these Lectures being, as he tells us, “ the re- 
sults of many years’ patient reading and thought,”* and from 


1 See “ Two Introductory Lectures on | * First Introductory Lecture, p. 6. 
the Study of the Early Fathers, with aj ὅπ the Right Use of the Early 
brief Memoir of the Author.” Cam- | Fathers, p. 215. 
bridge, 1856. 
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his adhering in them to the plan which he originally laid 
down. 

In pursuance of that plan, after pointing out in the first 
Lecture of the First Series “a few of the more undeniable 
tokens” ' of our Church’s respect for antiquity, and the causes 
which led to its decline, he proceeds in those that follow to 
enlarge on the observation which he had made in the Intro- 
ductory Lecture already referred to, that “we must be careful 
not to let our estimate of thé worth, or worthlessness of the 
Fathers, be formed at second hand, from a mere perusal of 
such authors as Daillé and Barbeyrac, whose only object is 
to single out whatever imperfections they present, and place 
them before their readers in continuous succession, and with- 
out one lucid interval of merit.”* The objections of Daillé 
are stated and answered in eight of the Lectures, and those 
of Barbeyrac more briefly in the two last. And as it had 
been urged that where the Romanist, the Puritan, or the 
Socinian are at issue with ourselves respecting the true inter- 
pretation of the inspired text, there is no better way of 
“ testing our respective opinions than by recourse to the Pri- 
mitive Church ;”* the peculiar tenets of the Romanist are 
here tried by this test, and it is shown that however distaste- 
ful the testimony of the Fathers may have been to Daillé and 
to those whose opinions he represented, it is favourable to the 
Reformed Church of England, especially upon those points in 
which she is opposed to the Church of Rome. 

But the more complete illustration of the advantages to be 
derived from the study of the Early Fathers is reserved for 
the Second Series. The first five Lectures illustrate their use 
as contributing to the Evidences ; and the insinuations thrown 
out in the fifteenth and sixteenth chapters of Gibbon’s His- 
tory, are met by a review of their testimony to the early 
diffusion of Christianity, to the rank and character of the 
Christians, and to the nature, extent, and intensity of the 
persecutions they underwent. In the sixth, the evidence for 
the continuance: of miraculous powers beyond the lives of 
those on whom the Apostles laid their hands, is considered. 
In the seventh, eighth, and ninth, the use of the Fathers is 
shown in determining the nature and constitution of the 


1On the Right Use of the Early 3 First Introductory Lecture, p. 39. 
Fathers, p. 4. δ». 36. 
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Church, in settling the Canon, and in ascertaining the text 
of Scripture. . In the next five, which relate to the interpre- 
tation of Scripture, the Socinian and the Calvinistic schemes 
are compared with the language of the Early Fathers, and 
shown to be inconsistent with it, as that of the Romanist 
was shown to be in the First Series: while, in the concluding 
Lecture, the importance of a knowledge of the Fathers, to 
the expositor of Scripture, is further argued from the informa- 
tion they furnish on early heresies, and other points, obscurely 
alluded to in the New Testament; and a few instances are 
added of their use in the exposition of particular texts. 

There is reason to think that some of the Lectures would 
have been enriched with additional illustrations, if the author 
had lived to perfect the work, and prepare it for the press, as 
he had intended. It is hoped, however, that its publication 
in the shape in which he left it, may serve to promote the de- 
sign which he had at heart in composing it; by inducing the 
theological student to turn his “attention, next after the Scrip- 
tures, to the Primitive Fathers ; not with blind allegiance, as 
authorities to which he must in all things bow, but with such 
respect as is due to the only witnesses we have, of the state 
and opinions of the Church immediately after the Apostles’ 
times, and such as the Church of England herself encou- 
rages.” 1 
; 1 First Introductory Lecture, pp. 11, 12. 


CONTENTS. 


FIRST SERIES. 


On THE Opsections To ΤῊΣ Srupy ΟΕ THE FATHERS ADVANCED By ὍὈΑΛΙΙ1 
AND By BaRBRYRAC. 


LECTURE I. 
PAGE 
The study of the Early Fathers recommended. Their testimony appealed 
to by the Church of England in the Prayer Book, in the Articles, in the 
Canons; and by the Reformers, e. g. Jewel, Philpot, Grindal. Decline of 
reverence for antiquity at the period of the Rebellion. Milton. Effect of 
the Revolution. Influence of eee Reformers. Treatises of Daillé and 


Barbeyrac . . j : ᾿ . 8 


LECTURE II. 


Division of Daillé’s treatise into two heads. His first argument in support 
of his first proposition. Unfairness of it. Discussion of a passage in 
Eusebius. Fragments of the Early Fathers collected by Dr. Routh. Illus- 
trations of their value. Second argument of Daillé. Incidental allusions 
‘to important topics in the Fathers, overlooked by him. Their evidence 
not to be gathered without careful study. Illustration of this in establish- 
ing the doctrine and ritual of the Church. And in the Romish contro- 
versy, Ἢ. 5. on Transubstantiation, the eee eupremecy: Auricular Con- 
fession, Image Worship . 2 8 . A . . . 22 


LECTURE 1Π. 


Third argument of Daillé—its insufficiency to establish his proposition. 
The quotation of the Sibyl by the Fathers explained. Vindication of 
them from the charge of dishonesty in quoting Apocryphal books. Opin- 
ions of Vossius, Hammond, and others, on the Epistle of Barnabas, and. 
the. Pastor of Hermas. Arguments of Daillé against the Epistles of 


Sn eee 


RN ne = a I ee ie ee ee ee 


x CONTENTS. 


PAGE 
Ignatius inconclusive. Comparison of passages in Ireneus, Polycarp, 
Tertullian, with passages in those Epistles. Quotation of them by Origen. 
Improbability that Eusebius should have been deceived as to their genu- 
imeness . ΝΞ ΕΞ . . . . ὁ . . . . 46 


LECTURE IV. 


Fourth argument of Daillé. Vagueness of it. The Fathers disposed of in 
the same way by Priestley. Paucity of MSS. Antiquity of some of the 
Versions. Improbability that the Fathers previous to Cyprian have been 
tampered with by the Romanists. Jiscussion of passages claimed as 
favourable to Romish views. The writings of Ireneus full of evidence 
against them. His appeal to tradition the same as that of the Church of 
England. The writings of Clemens occasionally corrupt. Discussion of 
passages in them claimed by the Romanists. Germ of Romish errors dis- 
coverable in Clemens. The same remark true of Tertullian. But neither 
his writings nor those of Hippolytus in a condition satisfactory to a Romish 
interpolator . ° e e . ° e ° Py ° e . 86 


LECTURE V. 


State of the writings of Origen. Theory of their interpolation by the Ro- 
manists untenable. Their testimony against Transubstantiation; Prayers 
in a tongue not understood by the people; the withholding of the Scrip- 
tures; Disciplina arcani; the use of Images ; Vows of celibacy; the Wor- 
ship of saints or angels; Purgatory. First instance of Romish interpo- 
lation pointed out by James. Neglect of the Early Fathers by the 
Romanists. Remark of Dodwell. The story of Paschasinus insufficient 
to support the inference drawn from it by Daillé . . . . « 86 


LECTURE VI. 


Interpolation of Cyprian in the editions of Manutius and of Pamelius; 
continued by the Benedictine editors. Purity of earlier editions. No 
evidence of the corruption of MSS. Limited extent of the remaining 
corruptions in the edition of.Manutius. Mass of evidence in Cyprian 
against the Romanists ; on the Papal Supremacy; on Transubstantiation ; 
on Tradition; on Absolution; on Extreme Unction; on the number of 
the Sacraments. Germ of abuses discoverable in him; not introduced 
by the Romanists. Estimate of patristic testimony formed by English 
Divines since the Reformation. Causes of the outcry against the Fa- 
thers raised by Daillé and others . “ . ‘ ᾿ : . 105 


LECTURE VII. 


The Fathers objected to by Daillé on account of their obscurity. Value of 
incidental evidence. Clear testimony of Justin and of Tertullian on the 
Arian question, and on the Eucharist. Charge of wilful obscurity. Occa- 
sional reserve accounted for. Frank exposition of the Christian Ritual in 
the Apologies. Reserve of Clemens Alexandrinus. Plan of his writings; 


CONTENTS. ΧῚ 


5 PAGE 
and motive of it. Difficulty of Tertullian. Method of studying him 
recommended. Testimony of the Fathers to principles distasteful to 
Daillé. Further objection to their style on account of the change which 
has taken place in the meaning of words. Corresponding changes in 
things to be tested by comparison with the Primitive Church. Result of 
that comparison ce cee ee τ ὩΣ ee eS | | 


LECTURE VIII. 


Clemens Alexandrinus the only Ante-Nicene Father charged with disinge- 
nuousness by Daillé. His instance from Cardinal Perron. Passages 
liable to misconstruction in Clemens and in Origen. Inference of Daillé 
from the illogical reasoning of the Fathers disputed. Their use of the 
argumentum ad hominem explained. Value of their testimony notwith- 
standing. Instances of inconsistency from Clemens and from Tertullian. 
Relative importance of different topics not confounded by the Fathers. 
Daillé’s instances to the contrary examined. The Early Fathers fair expo- 
nents of the sentiments of the early Church ; especially where they were 
identified with their respective Churches; and where they concur with 
each other. Allowance to be made for the peculiar character of their 
times @ e e e e e e e Φ Φ e e e 146 


LECTURE IX. ° 


Second proposition of Daillé. His charges against the Fathers of inac- 
curacy, ignorance of Hebrew, use of allegory, examined. Important 
principle involved in the latter. Why it was so largely resorted to. Ex- 
cessive use of it by Clemens and Origen. Doctrinal errors of the Fathers 
insufficient to overthrow their testimony. Daillé’s instances of their dis- 
crepancies chiefly Post-Nicene. Discrepancies of the Ante-Nicene con- 
fined to minor points. Their concurrence in important ones the more 
striking. Concluding objection of Daillé. The appeal to the Fathers not 

. excluded by the sixth Article. Discretion of our Church in her use of 
them. Scripture and antiquity the authorities appealed to by our Re- 
formers. e ° e . e Φ ὁ ° ° ° ry . 164 


LECTURE X. 


Occasion of Barbeyrac’s work. His imperfect acquaintance with the Fa- 
thers, and misconstruction of their writings. His charge against Justin, 
that he encouraged volunteering martyrdom, examined. Sentiments of 
Clemens, Tertullian, Origen, Cyprian, on this subject. Warmth of their 
language accounted for. Martyrdom instrumental in the establishment 
of Christianity. Language of the Fathers concerning marriage explained 
by the circumstances of their times. True view of the case given by Ter- 
tullian in his treatise Ad Uxorem. LExtravagances of later times not 
chargeable on the Early Fathers. ee a ἐς : . 182 


xii CONTENTS. 


LECTURE XI. 


PAGE 
Farther illustration of the defect in Barbeyrac’s reasoning. Examination 
of his charge against Tertullian of interdicting trades connected with 
idolatry, the profession of arms, national customs, offices of state. Un- 
fairness of regarding in the abstract what was meant only to apply to 
particular circumstances. Sentiments of Tertullian and Cyprian on self- 
defence accounted for. Justification of idolatry among the Pagans in 
Clemens, owing to a misinterpretation of Deut. iv. 19. His real opinion 
on that snbject. Defence of writers subsequent to the -third century 
declined. Late ecclesiastical antiquity less deserving of confidence. Sub- 

jects of the second Series . ; ᾿ ‘ : : : . 301 


SECOND SERIES. 


On THE ADVANTAGES TO BE DERIVED FROM THE STUDY OF 
THE EarRty FATHERS. 


LECTURE I. 


Use of the Fathers in relation to the Evidences. Their testimony to the _ 
wide dispersion of the Gospel opposed to the statements of Gibbon. His 
unfairness in citing them. Argument from their incidental allusions. 
More direct testimony to the early establishment of Christianity on the 
shores of the Mediterranean and Euxine, and in the countries beyond 
the Euphrates. Its secret progress illustrated from the Acts, from St. 
Paul’s Epistles, from the Fathers. Its disturbance of the social relations 
instrumental to its propagation. Exposition of Phil. i. 12-18. Further 
illustrations. Effect of the public games . ᾿ . : . 219 


LECTURE Τ|. 


The insinuation of Gibbon respecting the rank and character of the early 
Christians, originally advanced by the heathen opponents of Christianity, 
and answered by the Apologists. The fact, that many persons of wealth 
and education were Christians, proved, from the acquirements of the 
Fathers, from their specific assertion of it, from their addressing them- 
selves to the rich and intelligent, from the fund at the disposal of the 


Church. Variety of demands upon the ἘΘΟΠΘΙΑΙΥ resources of the Chris- 
tians. Remarks on the Libellatici . ‘ ‘ ‘ . 238 


CONTENTS. Kill 


LECTURE III. 


PAGE 
The insinuation of Gibbon, that the Church was recruited, 1°. By aban- 
doned characters, suggested by Celsus, inconsistent with the primitive 
discipline, the probation before Baptism, the responsibility attaching to 
the sponsors, the appeal of the Apologists to the pure morality of the 
Christians, their charges of laxity against the heretics and the philoso- 
phers, the treatment of the lapsed, the frequency of excommunication : 
2°, By mercenary persons, repudiated by Origen, inconsistent with the 
precautions used against mercenary motives and the maladministration of 
the Church fund, and with a passage in the Constitutions: 8°. By found- 
lings, incapable of being substantiated by any positive evidence. Pro- 
bability that it might happen occasionally. Negative proof that it did not 
happen systematically. How the Church fund was really expended . . 257 


LECTURE IV. 


The opinion of Sir James Mackintosh on Gibbon’s sixteenth chapter. The 
statements of the latter to be corrected by a review of the Early Fathers. 
Their testimony, 1°. To the extent of the persecutions of the Christians. 
The classification into ten great persecutions untenable. Inquiry whether 
the edicts of Nero and Domitian were repealed. Effect of those of Trajan, 
Hadrian, Antoninus. Christianity a capital offence from the time of Nero 
downwards. Martyrdom of Ignatius. Remarks of Tertullian on Trajan’s 
edict. Subsequent activity of persecution. That at Lyons and Vienne a 
sample of others. The assertion of Origen respecting the number of 
martyrs relative, not positive. Motives in various quarters for setting per- 
secution on foot “ ὦ ΠΣ τὰς τῷ τῷ ΝΞ « 878 


LECTURE V. 


Testimony of the Fathers, 2°. To the intensity of the persecutions, unduly 
extenuated by Gibbon. Reflections on his account of the Letter of Pliny 
and of the martyrdom of Cyprian. Early narratives of martyrdom not 
to be confounded with the fictions of later times. The sources of infor- 
mation as reliable as those from which Gibbon drew his history. Expla- 
nation of a passage in Eusebius unfairly used by him. 8°. To the nature 
of the persecutions. Domestic as well as official ones foretold by Christ. 
Verification in the effect of Christianity on the relations of husband and 
wife, parent and child, master and servant. Its inconsistency with many 
trades and occupations. Consequent pecuniary losses to the converts. 
Their embarrassment in legal and commercial proceedings . . . 293 


LECTURE VI. 


Review of passages in the Early Fathers bearing witness to the exercise of 
miraculous powers in their times. Unanimity of this testimony. Estimate, 
which ought to be formed of it; and difficulty of resisting it. The powers 
of exorcism and healing diseases more decidedly asserted than others. Cor- 
respondence of this with the terms in which the powers were conferred, 


X1V CONTENTS, 


PaGu 
and with the record of their exercise in the Acts. The same correspond- 
ence between the Scriptural and Ecclesiastical records observable in an- 
other particular. The exercise of miraculous powers by those on whom 
the Apostles laid their hands established by inspired authority. The 
theory of the cessation of all miracles with their lives unsatisfactory . 310 


LECTURE VII. 


Use of the Fathers in the inquiry concerning the nature and construction of 
the Church. The outline of it, which may be inferred from the Acts and 
the Apostolical Epistles, filled up by them. A standing ministry deriving 
its authority from the Apostles, and consisting of three Orders, included 
in their definition of it. Direct proof of this from the Fathers them- 
selves: indirect, from the practice of heretics. Incidental character of 
the evidence. Variety of quarters from which it is drawn. Conclusion in 
the words of Hooker. . . -  «  «  « 829 


LECTURE VIII. 


Use of the Fathers in settling the Canon of the New Testament. Appeal to 
them in the sixth Article. Method of establishing the Canon stated 
by Jones. Illustration of this method with reference to the Gospels, the 
Acts, the Epistles, the Revelation. Discussion of questions, whether 
the autographs of the Apostles existed in the time of Tertullian; whether 
any Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians is missing; whether the 
Epistle to the Ephesians is rightly so entitled; whether St. Paul was the 
author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. Use of the Fathers in proving 
that the substance of the Canonical books, the beginnings and endings of 
the Gospels, the incidents of our Lord’s ministry, the circumstances 
recorded in che Acts, the tenour of the Epistles, were the same in their 
times as they are now ‘ ° . ὺ . : ° . . . 346 


,' 


LECTURE ΙΧ. 


Use of the Fathers in ascertaining the text of the New Testament. Their 
motives for accuracy in this particular. Importance of their testimony in 
establishing the genuineness of whole passages. The impression pro- 
duced by it increased, when the occasion of it is known. Its use further 
exemplified, where the genuineness of the passage is doubtful, as 1 John 
v. 7, and the subscription of the first Epistle to the Corinthians. The 
same testimony of still greater value in the criticism of single words ; 
opposed to the reading of Griesbach and Wetstein in Acts xx. 28, and to 
that of the “ Improved Version” in Rom. ix. §. Some other examples . 365 


LECTURE X. 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: I. Their testi- 
mony opposed ‘to the Socinian scheme, 1°. In the spirit of their exposi- 
tions, which is evangelical, not rationalistic. Extent to which the Old 
Testament is applied by them to Jesus Christ. Concurrence of our 


CONTENTS. : xv 


PAGE 
Church and of our standard divines in this principle of interpretation. 
The proof of it from the Fathers independent of the merit of their par- 
ticular expositions. Actual uncertainty ag to the extent of symbolical 
teaching in Scripture. 2°. On the doctrine of the Trinity. Statement of 
the Racovian Catechism. The Creed of the early Church shown to have 
been Trinitarian from the exposition of particular texts; from the opinions 
of early heretics ; from primitive practices and formularies ; and from the 
correspondence of the Athanasian Creed with the writers of the first three 
centuries. Unguarded language of these —— especially of Origen, 
accounted for . : ° ᾿ Ξ i , . . 383 


LECTURE ΧΙ. 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Socinian scheme, 3°. On the 
doctrine of the Atonement. Statement of the Racovian Catechism. The 
death of Christ, according to the Fathers, a sacrifice—expiatory, vicarious, 
universally necessary. Unreasonableness and hardihood of rejecting a 
doctrine thus guaranteed. 4°. On the nature and effect of Baptism. 
Statement of the Racovian Catechism. Unanimity of the Fathers on 
Baptismal Regeneration, Variety of forms in which they assert it. The 
effect of Baptism, according to them, the work of the Holy Ghost. Their 
account of it meant to apply to infants as well as to adults. Evidence for 
Infant Baptism. The office of sponsors recognised. The benefit not 
ascribed to the opus operatum, but represented as contingent on the obser- 
vance of the a aa promises. Strictness of the Early Church in 
this particular. ee . : . . . 416 


LECTURE XII. 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Socinian scheme, 5°. On the 
Sacrament of the Lord's Supper. Statement of the Racovian Catechism. 
Sentiments of the Fathers. The Eucharist contemplated by them, first 
as 8 sacrifice, not material (except as including an oblation of the fruits 
of the earth), but commemorative of the Sacrifice of Christ; and secondly, 
as the spiritual food of his Body and Blood. Their testimony unfavour- 
able to the Romish as well as to the Socinian views. The benefit not 
ascribed to the opus operatum, but represented as dependent on the fitness 
of the recipient. Strictness in this particular : ὃ ᾧ Ξ . 445 


LECTURE XIII. 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: II. Their testi- 
mony opposed to the Calvinistic scheme, 1°. On the freedom of the will. 
The assertion of it by the Fathers distinct and emphatic. 2°. On the 
degree of human corruption. The consequences of the Fall recognised 
by the Fathers, but not in a manner satisfactory to the Calvinist. Their 
language upon this point dubious and conflicting. Cause of their embar- 
rassment. Illustrations. Vindication of the Fathers from the charge of 
Pelagianism. Their teaching on the necessity of Divine grace for the 
recovery and restoration of man. ‘ : ᾿ : : F . 466 


cam 


ee a ee 


XVl | ' CONTENTS. 


LECTURE XIV. 


PAGE 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Calvinistic scheme of interpre- 
tation, 3°. On the nature of spiritual influence. The language of the 
Fathers incompatible with the Calvinistic doctrine of irresistible grace. 
4°. On election and reprobation. What the Fathers understood by the 
terms, foreknown, elect, predestined, saints. Their exposition of pas- 
sages of Soripture relating to this subject. Prophecy, according to them, 
an evidence of the Divine Foreknowledge, yet not so as to control the con- 
tingency of events. Tenets akin to the Calvinistic ascribed by Origen to 


the Valentinians. His exposition of Rom.ix. . . ‘ . 


LECTURE XY. 


on 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: III. Prevailing 
mistake of applying a modern standard of interpretation to passages 
which should be explained by reference to an ancient one. The informa- 
tion, which the Fathers give, on early heresies, the true key to much of 
the New Testament. The method of Dr. Hammond substantially cor- 
rect. Succession of heresies. Observation of Tertullian. Illustration 
of it from the writings of St. John. St. Paul explained with reference to 
the Gnostic heresy by Ireneus. Application of the same method by Ter- 
tullian. Further allusions to the doctrines and phraseology of the 
Gnostics discoverable in the Apostolical Epistles. IV. Interpretation of 
individual texts by the Fathers. Their comments not always to be relied 


on; yet often superior to those of modern days. Illustrations : 


Passages of Scripture explained ΟΣ referred to . τ ‘ : ‘ 


Index . e e e Φ .Φ e ° ᾿ . e e 


e 507 


LECTURES 


ON THE 


RIGHT USE OF THE EARLY FATHERS. 


FIRST SERIES. 


ON THE OBJECTIONS TO THE STUDY OF THE FATHERS ᾿ 


ADVANCED BY DAILLE AND BARBEYRAC. 


“Qui divinuo theologie studio operam datis, qui chartis potissimum sacris im- 
pallescitis; qui venerandum sacerdotis officium aut occupatis aut ambitis; qui 
tremendam animarum curam suscepturiestis ; excutite preesentis sssculi pruritum, 
fugite affectatam novitatem, quod fuit ab initio querite, fontes consulite, ad an- 
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h. 6. ut cum propheta nostro loquar ; Interrogate de semitis antiquis."—Bp. PEARSON. 
Concio I. Minor Theological Works, vol. ii. p. 6. 

Ye who are devoting yourselves to the divine study of theology; ye who are 
growing pale over the sacred Scriptures above all; ye who either already occupy 
the venerable office of the priest, or aspire to do so; ye who are about to under- 
take the awful care of souls; put away from you the taste of the times; have 
nothing to do with the novelties that are in vogue; search how it was in the 
beginning ; go to the fountain head; look to antiquity; return to the reverend 
Fathers ; have respect unto the Primitive Church; that is, to use the words of 
the prophet I am handling, Ask for the old paths. Jer. vi. 16. 
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The study of the early Fathers recommended. Their testimony appealed to by 
the Church of England in the Prayer Book, in the Articles, in the Canons; 
and by the Reformers, e. g. Jewel, Philpot, Grindal. Decline of reverence for 
antiquity at the period of the Rebellion. Milton. Effect of the Revolution. 
Influence of foreign Reformers. Treatises of Daillé and Barbeyraoc. 


DO not think that I shall be employing my time or yours 

ill, if I call your attention in a Course of Lectures to the 
right use of the early Fathers and the force of the objections 
made against them. It is true that when on former occasions 
I have produced an analysis of them successively, I have not 
lost sight of this object ; and having completed the abstract 
of each, I have briefly shown the purposes such Father might 
serve, and the questions he might be made to illustrate. I 
have reason to hope that a more correct estimate of the merits 
and defects of these primitive authors has been formed, or is 
in the course of formation, amongst many of the younger stu- 
dents of this place. Still I cannot but observe, in mixing 
with society in the country, that the amount of real know- 
ledge on this subject generally dispersed is very small—very 
small even amongst the clergy themselves—and the smallest 
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of all amongst such of them as deal in the loudest declamation 
against patristic authority, a subject still much misunderstood, 
and regarded with a jealousy altogether unreasonable. . 

Now whatever may be the case with the Protestant 
Churches on the Continent, nothing can be clearer than 
that the Reformed Church of England does refer her mem- 
bers very constantly to these Fathers ; does make her appeals 
to them with great confidence ; that Isaac Casaubon, in writ- 
ing to Salmasius, Ep. 837, a passage quoted by Dr. Words- 
worth in his very valuable Theophilus Anglicanus,' has reason 
to say, “Si me conjectura non fallit, totius Reformationis pars 
integerrima est in Anglia, ubi cum studio veritatis viget stu- 
dium antiquitatis.” So that to treat them with contempt, 
which so many, and those even ministers of her communion 
do, is to act as much in violation of the spirit of that Church 
as others are represented by them to do, whose bias lies in 
another direction. I made this appear, some time ago, in two 
introductory Lectures to the study of the Fathers, which 1 
published, as well as since, in many incidental remarks which 
have fallen from me in the course of my Lectures themselves. 
Without, therefore, repeating at full all the details I may have 
put you already in possession of, I shall still think it best to 
remind you, at the opening of this present series, of a few of 
the more undeniable tokens of this characteristic of our 
Church, her respect for antiquity, in order to justify myself in 
making the right use of the early Fathers, and the considera- 
tion due to the objections levelled at them, the express argu- 
ment of a Course of Lectures ; in order to show that in thus 
employing myself and you, I am acting strictly in accordance 
with the instructions she gives me, as a Professor in her 
schools ; and in order to vindicate our own University (if vin- 
dication she wants) in causing the Fathers to be an element 
in the theological examination to which she now invites those 
amongst her students who have an intention of entering into 
Holy Orders. 

You will find our Church, then, explaining the principles 
on which her Prayer Book is constructed, in the preface to it, 
in the following language :—First of all she remarks that 
“there was never anything by the wit of man so well devised, 
or so sure established, which in continuance of time hath not 
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been corrupted: as, among other things, it may plainly ap- 
pear by the Common Prayers in the Church, commonly called 
Divine Service. The first original and ground whereof, if a 
man would search out by the ancient Fathers, he shall find 
that the same was not ordained but of a good purpose, and 
for a great advancement of godliness.” She then goes on to 
lament that for “these many years passed,” (ὁ. 6. in Romish 
times) “this godly and decent order of the ancient Fathers 
hath been altered, broken, and neglected, by planting in un- 
certain stories and legends, with multitude of responds, verses, 
vain repetitions,” &c. She then proceeds to announce that 
these inconveniences having been considered, “such an Order” 
(in the Common Prayer Book) was “set forth, whereby the 
same” were “redressed.” And she concludes with recom- 
mending her Prayer Book as “an Order for Prayer, and for 
the reading of the Holy Scripture, much agreeable to the 
mind and purpose of the old. Fathers, and a great deal more 
profitable and commodious, than that which of late was used.” 
Such is the spirit in which our Prayer Book was compiled ; 
and if you examine it in detail, you will perceive at once how 
very large a part, both of its liturgy and ceremonial—how 
many of its prayers and hymns—how much of its creeds— 
how great a proportion of its sacramental offices and rules—. 
it owes to early antiquity. 

The Articles, as not deriving their original construction 
from the same primitive date, but begun and perfected during 
the period of the Reformation itself, have naturally less of this 
primitive complexion, and consequently find greater favour 
than the Liturgy in the eyes of those who would have been 
better pleased, had our Reformation proceeded upon principles 
of more extreme Protestantism, and who would, therefore, be 
ready to adopt the Articles, and the Articles only, as the test 
of heresy ; thus disintegrating the Prayer Book, and deposing 
the authority of that portion of it which, if any comparison 
is to be instituted between the several parts, certainly occupies 
the more direct channel of primitive tradition. It will be 
perceived, however, that though not formed expressly out of 
ancient models, they are to a very great degree consistent 
with ancient patristical precedent, and have been shown to 
correspond in the main, both in sentiment and phraseology, ἢ 
with the writings of the Primitive Church, both by Bishop 
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Beveridge in his notes on his. Exposition of the Articles; by 
Welchman ; more recently and more fully by Mr. Harvey’; 
and still more recently by Mr. Browne.* Nor, indeed, does 
the language itself of the Articles fail, occasionally at least, to 
point to this fact; sufficiently often, at any rate, to show that 
their compilers were not under the impression which now pre- 
vails among so many, that those writings are but dangerous 
edge-tools. Thus, in the 6th Article, we read of the “Canon- 
ical Books of the Old and New Testament,” being those “ of 
whose authority there was never any doubt in the Church; ” 
of the Church reading: “other books (as Hierome saith) for 
example of life and instruction of manners.” In the 24th, 
of its being “repugnant to the Word of God, and the custom 
of the Primitive Church to have public Prayer in the Church, 
or to minister the Sacraments in a tongue not understanded of 
the people.”” In the 35th, of the Books of the Homilies con- 
taining “a godly and wholesome doctrine, and necessary for 
these times,” the very plan of which Books of Homilies, be it 
remembered, from first to last, is to argue by appeals first to 
Scripture and then to the Fathers. It would be waste of time 
to give proofs of this. Such is the spirit of the Articles. 

No wonder, therefore, that in the canons of 1571, it should 
be enjoined on preachers, “Concionatores,” “First and fore- 
most to take heed, that they do not teach anything in their 
sermons as though they would have it scrupulously held and 
believed by the people, save what is agreeable to the doctrine 
of the Old and New Testament, and what the Catholic Fa- 
thers and ancient Bishops have gathered from that doctrine.”’ 
Or that the Bishop in the Ordination Service for Priests, is in- 
structed to inquire of the candidate who presents himself for 
imposition of hands, whether he’ will “be diligent in Prayers, 
and in reading of the Holy Scriptures, and in such studies as 
help to the knowledge of the same ”—-what studies do help 
to such knowledge in the estimation of the Church being made 
sufficiently manifest by the canon just recited, which may be 
taken, indeed, as a comment on the Bishop’s question. For 
though these canons may not be technically binding, howbeit 
subscribed by the Bishops of both provinces, and approved by 


1 Ecclesie Anglicans Vindex Catho- ; Articles, by Edw. Harold Browne, M.A., 
licus. Cantabrigis, m.dccc.xli. | 1850. 
3 An Exposition of the Thirty-nine 
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the Queen, but as it happened not ratified by her in form!'; 
yet as coming out in the very year, 1571, when the Book of 
Articles was again solemnly approved by the Queen and Con- 
vocation, they may well be used to interpret the animus of 

the Church. | 
And as if the Church would herself, by her own authori- 
tative teaching, give her ministers an example of the man- 
ner in which the knowledge of the primitive Fathers would 
enable them to maintain her cause against her enemies and 
gainsayers, and the way in which she would have it ap- 
plied by them, she proposes in her 30th Canon to defend the 
use of the Cross in Baptism, alleging, amongst other argu- 
ments, that “the honour and dignity of the name of the Cross 
begat a reverend estimation even in the Apostles’ times (for 
aught that is known to the contrary) of the sign of the Cross, 
which the Christians shortly after used in all their actions ;” 
that they “signed therewith their children when they were 
christened, to dedicate them by that badge to his service, 
whose benefits bestowed upon them in Baptism the name of 
the Cross did represent ;” that “this use of the sign of the 
Cross in Baptism was held in the Primitive Church, as well by 
the Greeks as the Latins, with one consent and great applause ;” 
that if at that time “any had opposed themselves against it, 
they would certainly have been censured as enemies of the 
name of the Cross, and consequently of Christ’s merits, the 
sign whereof they could no better endure ;”’ that “this con- 
tinual and general use of the sign of the Cross is evident by 
many testimonies of the ancient Fathers.” And then, from 
the particular case under consideration passing on to the ge- 
neral principle, the canon continues, that “it must be confessed, 
that in process of time the sign of the Cross was greatly 
abused in the Church of Rome, especially after that corruption 
of popery had once possessed it ;” but that “the abuse of a 
thing doth not take away the lawful use of it. Nay, so far 
was it from the purpose of the Church of England to forsake 
and reject the Churches of Italy, France, Spain, Germany, or 
any such like Churches, in all things which they held and 
practised, that, as the Apology of the Church of England con- 
fesseth, it doth with reverence retain those ceremonies, which 
do neither endamage the Church of God, nor offend the minds 

! Grindal’s Remains, edited for the Parker Society, p. 327. 
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of sober men; and only departed from them in those parti- 
cular points, wherein they were fallen both from themselves in 
their ancient integrity, and from the Apostolical Churches, 
which were their first founders,” And then reverting to the 
case which gave rise to these general remarks, the use of the 
Cross in Baptism, the canon proceeds, that accordingly, “for 
the very remembrance of the Cross, which is very precious to 
all them that rightly believe in Jesus Christ, and in the other 
respects mentioned, the Church of England hath retained still 
the sign of it in Baptism: following therein the Primitive and 
Apostolical Churches ;” that “the use of the sign of the Cross 
in Baptism, being thus purged from all popish superstition and 
error, and reduced in the Church of England to the primary 
institution of it, upon those true rules of doctrine concerning 
things indifferent, which are consonant to the Word of God, 
and the judgment of all the ancient Fathers,” it is “the part 
of every private man, both minister and other, reverently to 
retain the true use of it prescribed by public authority.” 

I have given the substance of this canon at greater length, 
as considering it a fair specimen of the line of argument which 
our Church suggests as the safe and judicious one for her mi- 
nisters to take in dealing with popish antagonists, and as giving 
evidence of the impression she wishes her members to receive 
with respect to the principles of the Reformation, and the spi- 
rit with which she desires to animate them. 

Accordingly, if you look at Jewel (to whose Apology you 
see this very canon refers, affording it, as it were, an indirect 
sanction), you will perceive throughout the work this same 
characteristic of the Reformation, a reverence for antiquity— 
his argument, the whole Apology through, adverting to the Pri- 
mitive Church, to Scripture and the testimony of the Catholic 
Fathers, to the witness of the ancient Fathers and ancient 
Councils, to the model of primitive times, to the Church of 
the old Catholic Bishops and Fathers, for so continual are his 
allusions to this topic, that he has to ring all the changes he 
ean think of on the terms, in order to relieve his style. Nor 
is there anything singular in the instance of Jewel. The re- 
verence for antiquity is a feature, more or less marked, of the 
temperament of almost every member of the Church of Eng- 
land of that day, of whom we know anything at all. How, 
indeed, could it be otherwise? It was an inheritance to which 
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they succeeded. Instead of turning, as we do in these days, 
to a contemporary commentator, or to one who has not pre- 
ceded us by more than a few generations, to a Hammond, a 
Patrick, a Whitby, a Henry, or a Scott; they as naturally 
took from their shelves an Augustine or a Jerome, a Basil or 
a Chrysostom, or some catena collected out of the works of 
these or other authors of a like date, Did they want a form 
of prayer? Instead of devising one for themselves, they be- 
took themselves to the old liturgies, and based their own upon 
those. All the controversies that took place at the Reforma- 
tion, and long afterwards, are deeply involved in the investi- 
gation of antiquity—it was a line of debate which none 
shrank from. It is a spirit foreign to that of the Reforma- 
tion, and one that has sprung up since the Reformation, or at 
least which has gathered all its strength since that event, 
which is regardless of antiquity—a spirit which various causes 
have served to foster, which I may touch upon by and by— 
but as a practical and easy way of convincing yourselves that 
I am not misrepresenting the Reformers, turn to the series of 


. works edited by the Parker Society, edited, no doubt, from a 


feeling that it was time, as it indeed was, to draw the country 
back to the contemplation of, the sentiments of the Reformers, 
and so provide a caveat against the supposed increasing allure- 
ments of Rome. Is it then found, that because those Refor- 
mers resisted the Pope, and the abuses of the Church over 
which he presided, even to the death, they flinched from the 
test of antiquity? That they set themselves to disparage 
and vilify the Fathers, who are the witnesses of it? If any 
expected to discover this in them, they must by this time have 
perceived their mistake. No such disposition is theirs, but 
the contrary. I waive such an example as that of Ridley, 
one of the authors whose writings and dissertations that So- 
ciety has published, and a very mainspring of the Reforma- 
tion, indeed the ablest and the most learned, perhaps, of its 
leaders. I waive him, because he may be justly considered to 
have taken higher Church grounds than many others in that 
great movement, probably higher than those with whom he 
more immediately acted; and I content myself with those 
who had the reputation of being amongst the lowest and 
most liberal Churchmen of their time; and who on that ac- 
count have ever been spoken of with tenderness, if not with 


10 PHILPOT, (Senms L 


affection, by dissenters themselves, Even in these I observe 
a respect for patristic authority, such as would now expose the 
party who entertained it to reproach. 

Thus, let us take the case of Philpot, the friend of Brad- 
ford'; the approver of the Church of Geneva, and the doctrine 
of the same’; the admirer of Calvin and of his Institutes*; 
one, therefore, we may be sure, who was no type of the High- 
Church party of his time. What, then, are the sentiments 
that we find him advocating with respect to the reverence 
due to antiquity, and to the Fathers its expositors? I give 
some of them in the order in which they occur in the publica- 
tion itself. | 

“Why, do you not think that we have now the true faith?” 
is one of Bonner’s questions to him. “I desire your Lord- 
ship to hold me excused for answering at this time—I am 
sure that God’s Word thoroughly, with the Primitive Church, 
and all the ancient writings do agree with this faith I am of” 
—is Philpot’s reply.‘ 

“Take the book” (a copy of Irenseus) “ Master Philpot, 
and look upon that place, and there may you see how the 
Church of Rome is to be followed of all men ;” saith to him 
the Bishop of Gloucester. 

Philpot takes the book, and sifts the passage*® and then con- 
cludes, “but the Church of Rome hath swerved from that 
truth and simplicity of the Gospel, which it maintained in 
Trenzeus’s time, and was then uncorrupted from that which it 
is now: wherefore your Lordships cannot justly apply the au- 
thority of Irenseus to the Church of Rome now, which is so 
manifestly corrupted from the Primitive Church.’’® 

“I pray you,” says the Bishop of Gloucester once more, 
“by whom will you be judged in matters of controversy 
which happen daily ?” 

“Phiupot. By the Word of God. For Christ saith in St. 
John, the Word that He spake shall be judge in the latter 
day.” 

“Gloucester. What if you take the Word one way, and I 
another way ? who shall be judge then ?” 

“ Philpot. The Primitive Church.” 


᾿ Philpot’s Examinations and Writ- 5 Treneus, ITI. 6. iii. § 2. 
ings, p. xiv. ° Phi:pot's Examinations, p. 25. 
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“ Gloucester. I know you mean the Doctors that wrote 
th ereo 22 

“ Philpot. I mean verily 80." ἢ 

“T pray you,” saith the Bishop of Coventry, “can you tell 
what this word ‘Catholic’ doth signify? Shew, if you can.” 

“ Philpot. Yes, that I can, I thank Gop. ... I esteem the 
Catholic Church to be as St. Augustine defineth the same: 
‘We judge,’ saith he, ‘the Catholic faith, of that which hath 
been, is, and shall be.’ So that, if you can be able to prove 
that your faith and Church hath been from the beginning 
taught, and is, and shall be, then may you count yourselves 
Catholic, otherwise not.’’? 

“All the Catholic Church (until these few years),” saith 
the Bishop of St. Asaph, “have taken him” (the Bishop of 
Rome) “to be the supreme head of the Church, besides this 
good man Irenzeus.” 

“ Philpot. That is not likely, that Irenzeus so took him, or 
the Primitive Church: for I am able to shew seven general 
Councils after Irenzeus’s time, wherein he was never so taken; 
which may be a sufficient proof, that the Catholic Primitive 
Church never took him for supreme head.”’ * 

“ Bishop of Coventry. Why will you not admit the Church 
of Rome to be the Catholic Church ?” 

“ Philpot. Because it followeth not the Primitive Catholic 
Church, neither agreeth with the same, no more than an apple 
is like a nut.” | 

“Coventry. Wherein doth it dissent ?”’ 

_ “ Philpot. It were too long to recite all; but two things 
I will name, the Supremacy, and Transubstantiation. ... 
Transubstantiation is but a late plantation of the Bishop of 
Rome; and you are not able to shew any ancient writer, 
that the Primitive Church did believe any such thing.” 

- Coventry. How prove you that the Church of Rome now 
dissenteth in doctrine and use of the Sacraments from the 
Primitive Church ?” 

“ Philpot. Compare the one with the other, and it shall 
soon appear; as you may see both in Eusebius and other 
ecclesiastical and ancient writers.” * 

“London. How _ hath your Church stood, I pray 
you ?” 

1 Philpot’s Examinations, p. 29. , ? pp. 37, 38. 3 p. 80, 4 p. 40. 
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“ Philpot. Even from the beginning; from Christ, and 
from his Apostles, and from their immediate successors.” 

“Chancellor. He will prove his Church to be before 
Christ !” 

“ Philpot. If I did so, I go not amiss: for there was a 
Church before the coming of Christ, which maketh one 
Catholic Church.” 

“Chancelior. It is so indéed.” 

“ Philpot. I will desire no better rule than the same which 
is oftentimes brought in of your side, to prove both my faith 
and Church Catholic; that is, antiquity, universality and 
unity.” 

“ London. Do you not see what a bragging foolish fellow 
this is? He would seem to be very well seen in the doctors, 
and he is but a fool. By what doctor art thou able to prove 
thy Church? Name him, and thou shalt have him.” 

“ Philpot. My Lord, let me have all your ancient writers, 
with pen, and ink, and paper, and J will prove both my faith 
and my Church. out of every one of them.” ἃ 

I had transcribed a good many passages from the writings 
of Philpot, as published by the Parker Society, to the same 
effect ; and meant to have produced them all, but I fear it 
may weary you—possibly indeed you may think I have 
quoted more than enough already; but I have laid these 
before you, because in the first place I bear in mind, when 
composing these Lectures, that some of my hearers are young, 
and have not yet had time to make themselves masters of 
points in theology which are very familiar to older heads ; 
and I would rather be too copious than too concise, for the 
sake of those to whose use these Lectures are chiefly dedicated 
—an furthermore I have so done, because I could not other- 
wise adequately possess any of you with the conviction, how 
entirely the Church of the Reformation, so far from abandon- 
ing or contemning the early Fathers, claimed them for her 
own, and argued from them not incidentally and by the bye, 
but systematically and perseveringly, producing them in her 
controversies without stint or reserve; and not only the 
higher Churchmen, but the very lowest and most latitudina- 
rian, adopting this practice. 

Take the case of another of the divines of that day, whose 

| Philpot’s Examinations, p. 73. 
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remains have been also edited by tle same Society, Arch- 
bishop Grindal; and whom I select for the same reason as | 
did Philpot, his strong anti-high-church bias ; though, to say 
the truth, his letters on the one hand, and his injunctions or 
articles of inquiry to his clergy and others on the other, often 
leave us a little at a loss to discover by what steady principle 
of conduct he was governed. Without, however, entering 
into these particulars, suffice it to say in a word, for it conveys 
much in little, that he, like Philpot, was an admirer of Calvin. 
“ Accedit etiam, uti ais,” he writes to Zanchius, “ Domini 
Calvini calculus, qui subscriptionem tuam cum illis conditioni- 
bus et exceptionibus approbavit: quod me multum confirmat : 
nam illius judicio multum soleo tribuere.”’ “The opinion of 
Master Calvin, moreover, as you say, is with you; who ap- 
proved of your subscription under those conditions and 
exceptions ; which much confirms me: for I am wont to pay 
much deference to his opinion.”' Yet even he, in his “ fruit- 
ful dialogue between Custom and Verity,” on the sense of the 
words, “This is my body,” one of the few things he left 
in print, deals in language from time to time such as the fol- 
lowing. 

‘Wherefore first,” says Verity, “T will declare the mean- 
ing of these words, ‘This is my body;’ and next in what 
sense the Church and the old Fathers have evermore taken 
them.” ? 

. “But you will say, these are worldly reasons. - 
What, then; if the old Fathers record the same? Irenseus 
saith, ‘Quando -mixtus calix et fractus panis percipit verbum 
Dei, fit Eucharistia corporis et sanguinis Domini, ex quibus 
augetur et consistit carnis nostre substantia.’” ὃ 

Again. “Tush,” says Custom, “what speak you of the 
Word of God? There be many dark sayings therein, which 
every man cannot attain to.” 

“ Verity. I grant you, there be certain obscure places in 
the Scripture ; yet not so obscure, but that a man with the 
grace of God may perceive: for it was written not for angels, 
but for men. But, as I understand, Custom meddleth but 
little with Scripture. How say you by St. Augustine, St. 
Jerome, St. Ambrose? What, if they stand on our side?” 


1 Grindal’s Remains, pp. 270, 277. 3 p. 40. 3 p. 47, 
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“Custom. No, no; I know them well enough.” 

“ Verity. So well as you know them, for all old acquaint- 
ance, if they be called to witness, they will give evidence 
against you.” "ὦ 

“Custom. The doctors and old writers, men in- 
spired with the Holy Ghost, have evermore been against your 
doctrine: yea, and in these days, the wisest men and best 
learned call you heretics and your learning heresy.”’ 

“Verity. As touching the old writers, I remember well 
they speak reverently of the Sacraments, like as every man 
ought to do; but whereas they deliver their mind with their 
right hand, you, Custom, receive it with the left. For 
whereas they say, that it is the body of Christ, and that it 
must be verily eaten, meaning that it doth effectually lay 
before the eyes Christ’s body, and that it is to the faithful 
man no less than if it were Christ himself, and that Christ 
must be eaten in faith, not torn nor rent with the teeth; you 
say that, howsoever it be taken, it is Christ's body, and that 
there is none other eating but with the mouth. And that 
the Fathers meant no other thing than I have said, it shall 
appear by their words.” ? 

And again, after a while: “What is so heinous in these 
days, as to call the Sacrament the token, or the remembrance 
of Christ’s body? Yet did the old writers in manner never 
eall it other. Tertullian, in the fourth book against the 
Marcionites,”* &c. 

And, after many authorities cited in proof of: this propo- 
sition, it is added: “Hereby you may understand how and 
in what sort the old Fathers, how the Primitive and begin- 
ning Church, how the Apostles, how Christ himself, took these 
words, ‘This is my body.’ Now, to withstand, and stoutly 
to go against, not only ancient writers, or the congregation 
of Christian people, which at that time was not overgrown, 
no, neither spotted with covetousness and worldly honour, but 
the Apostles also, and God himself, no doubt it is great fond- 
ness.” ἢ 

And the whole Dialogue is summed up in these terms fol- 
lowing: “Thus, so shortly, and in so few words as I could, I 
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have declared to you what Christ meant by these words, 
‘This is my body ;’ what the Apostles taught therein, and in 
what sort they delivered them to their successors; in what 
sense and meaning the holy Fathers and old writers, and 
the Universal and Catholic Church, hath evermore taken 
them.”? 

This reverence for antiquity, however, this appeal to the 
Primitive Church, this respect for the Fathers, its witnesses— 
so characteristic of the Reformation, as carried on in England 
—was, by degrees, worn out; several causes, as I have said, 
concurring to efface it ; some of a violent, some of a more in- 
sidious kind. Of the first of these kinds was the great Re- 
bellion, which took the form of a religious contest, and was 
conducted by the triumphant party on principles entirely 
opposed to those which the Fathers are calculated to uphold. 
The tendency of their teaching, as to the state, is passive 
obedience; for, though many of them living and writing ἢ 
under emperors who were persecutors of the Church, they 
manifest no disposition whatever to resist them, or to persuade 
others to do so. They content themselves with making appeals 
to their sense of justice; with disabusing them of many mis- 
conceptions, with respect to the Christians, under which they 
laboured ; with praying for them; and defending in general 
the faith and practice of Christians ; and with reminding the 
Christians that the powers which were ordained of God were 
adapted to the times in which they governed—good rulers 
sent for the benefit of a good generation ; evil rulers for the 
correction of a bad one; but both sent by God.* Again, as 
to the Church, their tendency was clear for three orders of 
the ministry; an Apostolical succession; definite creeds; 
strict unity ; as we shall see in the sequel of these Lectures. 
How could the impatient spirits which worked out the great 
Rebellion find satisfaction in authors like these ? 

_ Accordingly, for the matter of fact, look at Milton—not 
an unfair type, surely, of his party; not the coarse fanatic; 
which was the material of which so large a portion of the 
Puritans was composed, who had few early associations, 
whether of literature or of birth, to soften him; but one 
who had ever himself a certain feeling for ages gone by, 
and the monuments they had left us. 

1 Grindal’s Remains, p. 74. | 3 Ireneus, V.c. xxiv. § 3. 
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“ But let my due feet never fail 

To walk the studious cloyster’s pale, 

And love the high embowed roof, 

With antick pillars massy proof, 

And storied windows richly dight, 

Casting a dim religious light: 

There let the pealing organ blow, 

To the full-voic'd quire below, 

In service high, and anthems clear, 

As may with sweetness, through mine ear, 

Dissolve me into ecstasies, 

And bring all heaven before mine eyes.” 
I say that a man who, at any period of his life, could write 
in this spirit, may be taken as, at least, no exaggerated type 
of the Puritan, and of the ecclesiastical sentiments which 
animated him. How, then, does Milton speak of the Fathers, 
howbeit in this general invective giving no indication of any 
close knowledge or acquaintance with them? Turn we to his 
“Treatise of Prelatical Episcopacy.”’ 

“Notwithstanding this clearness, and that by all evidence 
of argument, Timothy and Titus, whom our prelates claim to 
imitate only in the controlling part of their office, had rather 
the vicegerency of an Apostleship committed to them, than 
the ordinary charge of a Bishopric, as being men of an extra- 
ordinary calling ; yet, to verify that which St. Paul foretold 
of succeeding times, when men began to have itching ears ; 
then, not contented with the plentiful and wholesome foun- 
tains of the Gospel, they began, after their own lusts, to heap 
to themselves teachers; and, as if the Divine Scripture 
wanted a supplement, and were to be eked out, they cannot 
think any doubt resolved, and any doctrine confirmed, unless 
they run to that undigested heap and fry of authors, which 
they call antiquity. Whatsoever time, or the heedless hand 
of blind chance, hath drawn down from of old to this present, 
in her huge drag-net, whether fish or sea-weed, shells or 
shrubs, unpicked, unchosen, those are the Fathers. Seeing, 
therefore, some men, deeply conversant in books, have had so 
little care of late to give the world a better account of their 
reading than by divulging needless tractates, stuffed with the 
specious names of Ignatius and Polycarpus; with fragments 
of old martyrologies and legends, to distract and stagger the 
multitude of credulous readers, and mislead them from their 
strong guards and places of safety, under the tuition of Holy 
Writ; it came into my thoughts to persuade myself, setting all 
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distances and nice respects aside, that I could do religion and 
my country no better service for the time, than doing my 
utmost endeavour to recall the people of God from this vain 
foraging after straw, and to reduce them to their firm stations 
under the standard of the Gospel ; by making appear to them, 
first, the insufficiency ; next, the inconveniency ; and, lastly, 
the impiety of these gay testimonies, that their great doctors 
would bring them to dote on.’”? 

And, again, in his Dissertation “Of Reformation in Eng- 
_dand:” “Such were these that must be called the ancientest 
and most virgin times between Christ and Constantine. Nor 
was this general contagion in their actions and not in their 
writings. Who is ignorant of the foul errors, the ridiculous 
wresting of Scripture, the heresies, the vanities thick-sown © 
through the volumes of J. Martyr, Clemens, Origen, Tertullian, 
and others of eldest time ?”’? 

Moreover, how entirely Milton was impressed with the no- 
tion, that the Reformers, properly so called, were governed by 
feelings on this particular question, entirely opposed to his 
own and those of his party, is manifest from another passage 
in the same tract—a passage, which actually, and, in some 
degree, even unjustly, confounds the Reformers with the Fa- 
thers—so far is Milton, at least, from having discovered, as 
many now do, that they are utter antagonists ; the one, all 
that we can admire ; the other, all that we should eschew. 

“ And here withal I invoke the Immortal Deity, Revealer 
and Judge of all secrets, that, wherever I have in this book 
plainly and roundly (though worthily and truly) laid open the 
faults and blemishes of Fathers, Martyrs, or Christian Em- 
perors, or have otherwise inveighed against the error and 
superstition with vehement expressions, I have done it neither 
out of malice, nor list to speak evil, nor any vainglory, but of 
mere necessity to vindicate the spotless truth from an igno- 
minious bondage, whose native worth is now become of such 
low esteem, that she is like to find small credit with us for 
what she can say, unless she can bring a ticket from Crammer, 
Latimer, and Ridley ; or prove herself a retainer of Constan- 
tine, and wear his badgé. More tolerable it were for the 
Church of Gop that all these names were utterly abolished, 
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like the brazen serpent, than that man’s fond opinion should 
thus idolize them, and the heavenly truth be thus cap- 
tivated.”' 

If there be those who sympathize with the great poet in 
his estimate of the Fathers, are they prepared to join him too 
in the price he thus sets on the Reformers of our Church ? 
After contemplating his case, should they not rather be induced 
to suspect, that the same party who are adverse to the one 
(whether conscious of the fact or not), are, in truth, adverse to 
both ; and would be found to be so, were the turbulent times in 
which Milton wrote, and which removed restraints and reserve, 
to return, and all disguise to cease? The crisis, however, of 
the great Rebellion, which was one of extreme violence, na- 
turally called forth in corresponding strength the principles 
that were antagonistic to it; so that if there was then a 
large and headstrong party who thus despised antiquity, and 
set at nought all reverence for patristical testimony, there was 
also a most learned and able body of divines, who vindicated 
both—some of the greatest our Church has ever known.. To 
such men as these, and their efforts, allusion is made by Mil- 
ton in the extracts I have read to you. They may be supposed 
to have had the advantage in the controversy ; for they had 
far the most knowledge of the particular kind required for it 
on their side*; so that, had the cause of antiquity been sub- 
jected to no further assault, it would have recovered from this 
shock. 

But, after a while, came on the Revolution ; an event which 
shed a much more disastrous influence on the taste for patristical 
learning, because a more enduring and insidious one, than the 
Rebellion. “What we did at the Revolution,” says Dr. John- 
son, “ was necessary; but it broke our constitution.”* Much 
more might he have said, it broke our Church, which, how- 
ever, was possibly what he meant. Henceforward a Presby- 
terian form of Church government was to be recognised and 
supported by the law of the land in one division of the Island, 
as clearly as the Episcopalian in the other. The King and 


1 Milton's Prose Works, vol. i. pp. | ferior to the Prelates in Jearning.”— 
4, 5. Johnson's Lives of the English Poeta, 
* Milton, indeed, publishing his trea- | vol. i. p. 98. 
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the Puritans, who were,” he says, “in- | p. 60, Svo. 1881. 
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Parliament were henceforward taught to halt between the 
two; and the great landed proprietors who had estates in 
both countries, or even private persons who were connected 
with both by ties of marriage or of trade, were neutralized 
upon questions of ecclesiastical polity, which would heretofore 
have been thought vital, and of which the Fathers were the 
undeniable witnesses. The Non-jurors were the representa- 
tives of the old Church feelings of the country ; and became, 
in consequence of their sentiments, now out of fashion, dislo- 
cated from a generation which had .no sympathy with them ; 
carrying away with them (though not entirely) that regard 
for primitive times, which with them was destined by degrees 
' almost to expire. Convocation, which might have tended to 
keep it somewhat alive, by encouraging a learned clergy, and 
by bringing habitually before the laity ecclesiastical topics, 
which, from the long absence of such a monitor, have now 
faded so entirely from their minds as simply to call forth, if 
by chance produced, their supercilious dismissal—Convocation 
soon ceased to have a voice. The Church sunk into the 
Establishment ; and the fruits of the change soon began to 
discover themselves. By the time of Wesley, the high and 
holy spirits, which had once animated it, had so far degenerated 
into the secular, that some revival of it was seen to be plainly 
necessary. But it was attempted in an age when the ancient 
ways were forgotten ; and, consequently, in a spirit new and 
revolutionary. The old Catholic usages (as distinguished from 
the popish), instead of being sought out again, and quickened 
into wholesome action, were set at nought, and a system then 
devised, vigorous for the day, but which, having no foundations 
laid in the depth of time and sacred precedent, has long since 
given tokens of decrepitude and decay; and so far as it is 
likely to survive at all, seems destined to do so as a schism. 
It has had, however, its effect on the Church itself; and has 
helped to harden many even of its clergy in that contempt, 
or at least dislike, for antiquity and its witnesses, which the 
other events I have touched on had so grievously engendered 
already. 

These were all causes acting to the disadvantage of the 
Fathers and the disparagement of antiquity within ourselves. 
There is one more which I shall name, that operated from 
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without to the same result ;- and that is, the character of the 
Reformed Churches abroad, and the influence it indirectly ex- 
erts on the ecclesiastical spirit of our own country. The sym- 
pathies of those Churches (as Clarendon tells us') went along 
with the Puritans in the civil wars, and, no doubt, have at- 
tended the Dissenters ever since; and the works, that have 
issued from them, have been confessedly composed to damage 
‘the credit of the Fathers, who were utterly adverse to much of 
their polity. Some of these works were written with great 
ability and knowledge of the subject, but with all the prejudice 
of the partisan. And no books probably have contributed 
more to depreciate the Fathers, even in this country, than 
Dailld’s treatise on the “ Right Use” of them, and Barbeyrac’s 
on their “ Morality.” Daillé’s treatise has been circulated with 
great industry. Though written originally in French, it 
was translated into the universal language of Latin (a transla- 
tion revised and supplied with additional matter by the 
author himself), to give it unrestrained currency,’ as well as 
into local languages. It probably had its effect, even on 
such men as Chillingworth, and contributed to give his 
theology the bias it has.’ It certainly has been read by 
thousands who have never troubled themselves to look into a 
page of the Fathers for themselves; nor, after reading it, 
-would they perhaps feel much inclination to do 80; yet, 
without reading the Fathers, it is impossible to see the un- 
fairness of Daillé’s arguments; and I well remember that all 
the early years of my life, my impression of these authors 
was wholly that which Daillé had given me ; as almost all the 
labours of my later years have tended to efface it. I shall 
not, therefore, think my pains misemployed, if I devote the 
series of Lectures I shall deliver this term to remarks on this 
popular treatise of Daillé, “De Vero Usu Patrum,” and on the 
other of Barbeyrac, so far as they affect the credit of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, especially as I shall thus have a con- 


' History of the Rebellion, vol. ii. p. | emendati. Geneve, 1656. The Latin, 
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venient opportunity of clearing away wm limune certain ob- 
jections to the study of the Fathers, which one constantly 
hears alleged, for they comprise nearly all; and, at the same 
time, whilst clearing away these objections, I shall be pre- 
paring you for going along with me—those amongst, you, at 
least, who are so disposed—when, in the next term, I shall 
lay before you the positive advantages of that study. 
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LECTURE II. 


Division of Daillé’s treatise into two heads. His first argument in support of 
his first proposition. Unfairness of it. Discussion of a passage in Eusebius. 
Fragments of the early Fathers collected by Dr. Routh. Lllustrations of their 
value. Second argument of Daillé. Incidental allusions to important topics 
in the Fathers, overlooked by him. Their evidence not to be gathered without 
careful study. Illustration of this in establishing the doctrine and ritual of 
the Church. And in the Romish controversy, 6. g. on Transubstantiation, the 
Papal Supremacy, Auricular Confession, Image Worship. 


| PROPOSE, in the present Lecture, to redeem the promise 

I made in the last, and offer you some remarks on the 
celebrated treatise of Daillé, a distinguished minister of the 
French Protestant Church (published in 1631), on “The 
Right Use of the Fathers.” 

Daillé divides his treatise into two general heads. First, 
asserting that the testimony of the Fathers, owing to various 
causes which. he enumerates, is vague, uncertain, and obscure. 
And, secondly, that, were it more clear and decisive, it is not 
of such authority as to settle our controversies; the latter 
of the two divisions very much anticipated by the other. . 

In support of the former proposition, he sets out with 
affirming, in terms of some exaggeration, the paucity of the 
writings of the first three centuries; and quotes a passage 
from the beginning of Eusebius’ History to prove in general, 
before he proceeds to details, that very few persons in those 
early times addicted themselves to composing books.’ But it 
will be found, on reference to Eusebius, that he does not say 
there were few or no books then written ; but that there were 
none written on the plan he was proposing to adopt—in fact 
no ecclesiastical history or regular Church annals, which would 
serve him for a precedent. For, having described the various 
topics his own history was meant to embrace, he proceeds to 
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propitiate his readers towards any defects which they might 
discover in it; saying, “that his subject now required him to 
ask the candid construction of the considerate; for that it 
was a thing, he confessed, beyond his powers to promise a 
narrative perfect and lacking nothing ; seeing that he was the 
first person that had engaged in that particular argument ; 
and so had to tread a road desert and unbeaten” (the clause 
adduced by Daillé) ; “however, that his prayer was, he might 
have God for his Guide, and the power of the Lord to work 
with him, for that of men who had travelled the same way 
before him (τὴν αὐτὴν ἡμῖν mpowdevxdrwy ὁδὸν) he could 
find no trace ; save only a few materials, by which one or 
other had left him some partial information of the times in 
which they themselves lived.” And, again, a little afterwards, 
repeating nearly the same words, he continues, “that he ac- 
counted it the more necessary for him to undertake the labour 
he was about, because he knew no ecclesiastical writer who had 
as yet troubled himself about that particular department of 
literature,’’ meaning the department of ecclesiastical history. 
The thing is worth observing, because the bias of Daillé 
is thus made to appear by the turn he gives to a passage 
of Eusebius on the very threshold of his work. 

Nor is that bias less apparent in what follows; for post- 
poning for a while any emphatic mention of the writings of 
the first three centuries, which have come down to us entire, 
or nearly so, he proceeds studiously to draw attention to the 
Fragments of the early Fathers which have survived—as if, of 
the few works we have of the Primitive Church, scarcely any- 
thing but fragments remained. And, accordingly, he gives a 
list of authors whose bare names and titles (says he) have 
been preserved by Eusebius, Jerome, and others. Doubtless 
the remains of several of those authors (the catalogue of which, 
by the bye, his readers will perceive to be much larger than 
Daillé’s previous proposition might have led them to expect) 
are inconsiderable in bulk, compared with the entire works of 
which they formed a part: but they are often of great value, 
nevertheless ; and are very far from being mere names and 
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title. They have been collected, as you are aware, from 
various quarters in which they are scattered, by Dr. Routh, 
and, together with the notes on them, as edited by him, are 
enough to occupy four octavo volumes: those which had been 
previously got together by Grabe, in his “Spicilegium,”’ in 
two volumes, having been mixed up with much that is apo- 
cryphal. The venerable President of Magdalene College, in- 
stead of describing thém, as Daillé does, as mere names and 
titles, regards them as documents throwing great light on 
points in the Primitive Church that were otherwise obscure ; 
and as worthy of all acceptation from their piety, learning, 
and authority. “Quoniam autem mihi in animo fuit, statum 
primeevee ecclesize et dogmata et mores ex ipsius, pro facul- 
tate me&, investigare monimentis, scripta omnia sanctiorum 
setatum legenda esse censui. Et vero, quod nihil omnino in 
hoc genere preetermittere statuerim, id plurimum contulisse ad 
obscuriora qusedam clarius intelligenda ssepe sum expertus. 
Certe tot negligere Scriptores, quamvis mutilatos nimium, 
haud oportuisset, quorum reliquise pietate, doctriné, auctori- 
tate, nobis commendatissimse sunt.”! And assuredly, an ex- 
amination of the fragments themselves supports his estimate 
of them. 

Take, for instance, the fragments of the writings of Diony- 
sius of Corinth (one of the cases Daillé produces), as found 
in Eusebius. We learn from them, short as they are, that 
Rome was even then a wealthy Church; able to lay poor 
Churches under pecuniary obligation to her; and accustomed 
to do so from the most early times. That the Epistle of 
Clemens to the Church of Corinth was held in such respect as 
to be then read in the Church of Corinth. That the Church 
of Corinth and the Church of Rome had the same Apostles for 
their founders, Peter and Paul, who both suffered martyrdom 
at the same time at Rome. That there were those then 
abroad who had the audacity to corrupt not only Epistles 
written to Churches by the Bishops, but the Scriptures them- 
selves. That there were then existing Churches at Lace- 
demon, at Athens, at Nicomedia, at Gortyna, and other parts 
of Crete, at Amastris, at Gnossus. That the Bishops of those 
Churches were such and such persons; and that, in some 
instances, they stood in the relation to one another of Prelate 

1 Reliq. Sacr. Pree. vol. i. p. viii. 
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and Metropolitan—information certainly of much value, and 
amounting to much more than a mere name and title. 

So again, take the case of Hegesippus, another of the in- 
stances cited by Daillé. In the fragments, which have reached 
us, of his work, we have a minute and interesting account. of 
the character and death of James the Just; of his abstemious 
habits; of his ascetic devotions ; of his influence with the 
people; of the plot framed against him by the Scribes and 
Pharisees ; of his testimony to the Saviour; of the circum- 
stances of his martyrdom—how he was cast down from the 
Temple, then stoned, then beaten with the fuller’s club. We 
have further some very curious particulars of the last sur- 
vivors of the family of Our Lord: two old men grandsons of 
St Jude, in the days of Domitian, possessed of no other. 
property than a small estate, which they cultivated with their 
own hands; and living till the age of Trajan. We further 
learn from the same source the state of the Churches es- 
tablished in various quarters, which Hegesippus had per- 
sonally visited; the general soundness of their faith; the 
uniformity of their teaching ; the succession of their Bishops— 
all this very far from being fairly described under the designa- 
tion of mere “name and title.” 

The fragments of some other authors, who are mentioned in 
Daillé’s catalogue, are even more copious in their information 
than these, but it would be tedious to produce them all, I 
must therefore beg you to satisfy yourselves of the fact by 
reading them in the “ Reliquize Sacree”’ for yourselves. Whilst 
in the instance of Hippolytus, who, again, is another of the 
authors included in the list of Daillé, as having left us frag- 
ments that amount to no more than a mere name and title, we 
have not only passages of considerable length from a variety of 
his works, such as commentaries on different books of Scrip- 
‘ture, particularly the Psalms, homilies, local histories, but also © 
whole treatises; as one concerning Christ and Antichrist ; 
another on the Patripassian heresy of Noetus, baving much 
in common with Tertullian adversus Praxeam, and yielding 
(besides much else that is valuable) many clear testimonies 
to the Divinity of the Son, as well as to the doctrine of the 
Trinity; another, a homily probably, for it seems to have been 
addressed to an audience, on the Baptism of the Saviour, and 
like the last affording the strongest evidence that the Godhead 
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of the Son was a doctrine of the Primitive Church, and giving 
clear proof that the.Sacrament of Baptism was, in the estima- 
tion of the Primitive Church, the same holy and emphatic 
ordinance which it is always represented to be in our own. 

Neither does Daillé here take any notice of the Apostolical 
Constitutions, as they are called, and Canons of early date, 
which may still survive, and which may perhaps be regarded 
as consisting, though not exclusively consisting, of materials 
that belong to the period over which his observations extend. 
For though there is abundant internal evidence in those Con- 
stitutions, that they were not compiled into eight books, 
which is the form they now wear, till after the Church had 
been strongly established and dominant, even emperors sub- 
ject to her ; yet there are, on the other hand, indications not 
to be mistaken, of much of their substance being of a date 
most remote, perhaps Apostolical. Thus observe the very large 
share of their attention, which is occupied by the heathen ; by 
the prescriptions necessary for regulating the conduct of the 
Christian in his carriage towards them in the various rela- 
tions of life; provision made for the case of mixed marriages; 
for the case of master and servant being heathen and Chris- 
tian; for the case of heathen festivals, heathen tribunals, 
heathen evidence, heathen theatres, heathen processions, 
heathen markets—all of them furnishing subjects for canonical 
prohibition or caution. We find the persecutions and scoffs 
of the heathen constantly brought under consideration : the 
relapse to heathenism of Christians, who fancied themselves 
aggrieved by the Church, guarded against: the obstacles 
thrown in the way of public worship, and the consequent 
necessity of repairing to private houses for social devotion, 
noticed: the number of Gentile proselytes: the mean con- 
dition of the Christian community. All these are features of 
the very early date of those portions at least of the Constitutions 
which deal with such particulars, however there may be other 
portions connected with them which betray a later age. And 
assuredly a very great amount of information on the state of 
the Primitive Church is to be derived from a judicious and 
discriminating investigation of these remains. 

But after all the disparagement to which Daillé had sub- 
jected the fragments of the Fathers, both as to their bulk and 
contents, there still are left for him to dispose of, a good many 
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entire volumes of their works; those even before the Council 
of Nice, as usually edited, not being fewer than twelve folios ; 
and accordingly he advances a second argument, that from the 
nature of the subjects treated by the Fathers of the first 
three centuries, they have no reference whatever to present 
controversies.' Whereupon he enumerates the several Treatises 
of these early authors. Justin and Tertullian, Theophilus 
and Lactantius, Clemens and Arnobius, teach the vanity of 
the reputed gods; show that Jupiter, Mars, Juno, &., were 
mere mortals, and that there is but one true God, the Creator 
of heaven and earth. JIrenseus puts to the rout the foul and 
foolish theories of Basilides, the Valentinians, and the other 
Gnostics. Tertullian refutes these same heretics, and others 
besides them, Marcion, Hermogenes, Apelles, Praxeas, and such 
as maintain two gods, or two principles, and confound the 
person of the Father and the Son. Cyprian is almost entirely 
occupied in fostering the discipline and virtues of the Christian 
Church ; and so on. And he triumphantly asks, What has all 
this to do with Transubstantiation—with the adoration of the 
Host—-with the supremacy of the Pope—with the necessity of 
secret confession—with the worship of images ; or with other 
matters agitated nowadays*? But how evident is it, that all 
this is directed to persons, who are to know nothing of the 
Fathers, except through his report! How far from an honest 
and ingenuous view of them is this ! 

In the first place, how utterly imperfect and defective is 
even this fable of contents of the Fathers; probably not 
embracing even a tenth part of the subjects which they 
directly profess to handle ; several of them, too, subjects of 
keen controversy still. But setting this consideration aside, 
and even supposing for argument’s sake, that Daillé’s catalogue 
of contents is complete ; he was sufficiently read in the Fa- 
thers to know how totally inadequate an idea of the multi- 
farious subjects, on which they either treat or touch, would 
be got from a mere table of contents. Indeed, if there is one 
thing more than another characteristic of these writers, it is 
this : the vast magazine of most valuable information they 
communicate to us quite incidentally and by the bye, a single 
chapter perhaps, or a single sentence of a chapter, or some- 
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times even % single expression in a sentence, occurring in a 
treatise of which the bare title promises nothing of the sort, 
furnishing us with the most interesting knowledge of some 
point or other of doctrine, discipline, ritual, or usage of the 
Church of the day, and taking us quite by surprise—insomuch 
that no writers whatever will bear skipping, even for a line, 
so ill as these. A desultory reader of the Fathers, nay, a 
reader who is not the most patient and precise, and always 
on the watch, can never be sure that he has not suffered some 
paragraph or phrase to escape, which would in itself have re- 
paid him for the perusal of the whole book. Nay, perhaps it 
is necessary that his mind should be rendered sensitive to such 
subjects, by living in times of controversy like our own, in 
order that he may detect in them all that they contain. And 
accordingly I think I can discover in some careful and able 
investigators of the works of the Fathers, but whose researches 
happened to be carried on when the Church was quiescent, 
that they have left many hints of great value unimproved, 
unperceived—the moment not propitious to the seizure and 
application of them. Indeed, a slovenly mode of study, as I am 
sure the audience I am addressing will admit, is safe with no 
works whatever ; but with those of the Fathers, I must repeat, 
it is the most unsafe of all, owing to the little method observed 
in almost all of them, and the utter absence of it in some; 50 
that Bishop Horsley might well take advantage, as he does, 
of Dr. Priestley’s inadvertent admission, that he was in the 
habit of “looking through” books, and might well feel 
strengthened in the line of argument he had adopted with 
that antagonist, namely, to waive the merits of the question 
itself, and contend that Dr. Priestley was incompetent from 
ignorance of his authors, who were of a kind ποὺ to bear 
“looking through,” to engage in the discussion of it. In these 
remarks I am sure that any of my hearers, who have accus- 
tomed themselves to this department of study, would at once 
acquiesce ; but for the benefit of those who have not, I will 
produce a few examples. 

Justin Martyr, according to Daillé, is employed in denounc- 
ing the folly of idol worship, exposing the mere humanity of 
Jupiter, Mars, &., and asserting and enforcing the unity of 
the true God. And though this may indeed be reckoned the 
bare outline of his Apologies, and serve as a title to them ; we 
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meet with much in those Apologies which comes under no such 
head. For instance, we there stumble upon a very accurate 
account, the earliest. we possess, of the manner in which pub- 
lic worship was conducted by the Christians on Sundays—the 
several parts of the Service—the reading of the Scriptures— 
the Common Prayer, even some of the clauses of the Prayers 
—the office for the Communion—even one minute feature of 
that office; the use of the Lord’s Prayer, in the consecration.’ 
The whole a passage of no great length, but pregnant with 
conclusions the most valuable to all, who feel a reverence for 
primitive ecclesiastical usage.’ 

Again, the Peedagogue of Clemens Alexandrinus contains a 
number of precepts which the Peedagogue (who gives a name 
to the treatise) is supposed to impart to his pupil as he takes 
him to school. These precepts relate to the application of 
Christian principles (for the pupil is supposed to be a convert 
from heathenism), to the various habits and customs of ordinary 
life. Accordingly, regulations of the dress, and decoration of 
the person, constitute the subject of one chapter. Now, who 
would expect to find in such a place evidence for the practice 
of Infant Baptism? Yet such is the case. The Predagogue 
is speaking of the lawfulness of wearing seals: he would have 
them worn for use, not for ornament; expressly for the pur- 
pose of securing matters that require safe keeping. He then 
goes on to say what device he would have engraved on them ; 
and recommends a dove, or a fish, or a ship under sail, or a 
lyre, or an anchor ; or, he adds, if the party be a fisherman, 
he will remember the Apostle and the children who are drawn 
"wp out of the water (καὶ τῶν ἐξ ὕδατον ἀνασπωμενων 
aatsiwv’)—a, reference, apparently, to the words of Jesus to 
his disciples, “Follow me, and I will make you fishers of 
men,” yet a passage so expressed, as to take into account 
the means by which this was to be effected, even by ad- 
ministering the Rite of Baptism, and Infant Baptism. Surely 
this is a subject of controversy not foreign to our own times ! 
So, again, when he is afterwards speaking of the application 
of cosmetics to the complexion, a practice which he condemns, ἡ 
his argument leads him to express a clear opinion on the active 
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influence of the Spirit on the heart of the Christian." Yet 
this would not have been exactly the quarter in which we 
should have thought of looking for an enunciation of that 
doctrine. : 

Take another instance. JIrenseus is occupied, Daillé tells 
‘us in refuting the Valentinians, the Basilidians, and other 
Gnostics—and, no doubt, the heretical speculations, that he 
has thus to contend against, are to the last degree absurd and 
childish, and very little like any which we should have to 
encounter in our own day. Are we then to lay Irenzus 
aside, under the conviction that his argument is no concern of 
ours? We should lose a vast deal of information on matters 
in which we ourselves take a deep interest, were we to do so; 
however little we may have in common with the general ob- 
ject of the book. Thus, the heretics, with whom he had to 
deal, vindicated many of their senseless tenets by the authority 
of tradition. Irenseus, therefore, meets them on their own 
ground ; challenges tradition, provided it be genuine, as ut- 
terly against them, being coincident with Scripture, and the 
doctrines of the Church: he therefore prescribes the circum- 
stances which were necessary to guarantee the truth of tradition, 
that it should be found to be uniform in the several Churches, 
which the Apostles had founded, and which Bishops had con- 
tinued to preside over in regular succession, since the Apostles’ 
days, down to his own; at the same time producing a cata- 
logue of these Bishops in the Church of Rome, and only ab- 
staining from doing so in other Churches, out of fear of 
wearying his readers.’ All this is in refutation of certain 
silly fancies of the heretics he was encountering. But does 
a passage of this sort touch no controversies of our own age, 
and is the author, to whom it belongs, of no value, because he 
is only employed on Valentinus and his AZons? Nay, the 
mention of these very AZons on one occasion, furnishes an ex- 
ample of the kind we are now in search of, and much to our 
present purpose. For these Gnostics, looking about them for 
arguments to support them in their notion of their Aons, find 
one, Trensous tells us, in an expression of St. Paul, Ephes. iii. 
21, eis πάσας τὰς yeveas τοῦ aidvos τῶν αἰώνων, and another 
even in the language of the orthodox themselves, who when 
they say at the Eucharist, ets rovs αἰῶνας τῶν αἰώνων, have 
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an eye (they contend) to these Afons'; a most absurd argu- 
ment of the parties who used it, no doubt, yet clearly showing, 
however inadvertently, that there was a set form of Service 
for the Holy Communion in the time of Irenseus, so well 
known as to require a mere allusion to it in order to be under- 
stood ; and which, therefore, must have descended from more 
ancient times still : a fact concurrent with what had previously 
dropped from Justin. Have casual passages of this kind, and 
the Fathers abound in them, nothing to do with the contro- 
versies of the present day, and may the authors in which 
they are deposited be safely neglected, because their title- 
pages happen to promise nothing of the sort? It cannot be 
supposed that Daillé was ignorant of this feature of patristic 
literature ; for it is scarcely possible to read ἃ score of pages 
in any department of it, which do not betray it. 

I shall give you other examples of it still, because I am 
anxious to impress on you, that this remark in refutation of 
Daillé does not apply to one or two of the Fathers only, but 
to them all, and I multiply them the rather, because in the 
process I shall be still unfolding to you features of the 
Primitive Church. One of Tertullian’s tracts is entitled, “On 
the τόση, De Coron, a tract, to which the following incident 
gave occasion. At a Donation of the emperor's, one of the 
. soldiers appeared without a wreath or chaplet on his head ; 
holding it instead in his hand, and thereby confessing himself 
to be a Christian. He is accordingly treated as one, and sen- 
tence is passed on him. Tertullian then undertakes to discuss 
the question, whether the man should have submitted to wear 
the wreath or not; and determines it in the negative. I 
have nothing to do with the merits of the argument, or the 
religious sentiments of Tertullian when he penned it. I 
simply ask whether the title is such as would seem to hold out 
any promise of the various topics touched or handled in the 
treatise. For I find in it many particulars relating to the 
administration of the Rite of Baptism—reference to promises 
and vows as even then formally made in it, similar apparently 
to those exacted by our own Church at this day, a renuncia- 
tion of the devil and his pomps, for such is the phrase used.” 
I further find it speaking of the Eucharist ; the time of its 
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celebration ; the manner in which it was communicated to all, 
as we may infer, in both kinds; the officiating minister, an 
ecclesiastic.' I find it referring to the celebration of the an- 
niversaries of saints as even then obtaining ; to the custom of 
signing the forehead with the Cross, as was then usual.” Cer- - 
tainly, had we been in search of information on any of these 
points, we should not have expected ἃ priori to discover it in 
an essay which had for its heading, De Coroné& Yet there 
it. is. 

Take another instance. Origen, in his Commentary on 
Genesis, has a long discussion on Gen. i. 14. “ And God said, 
Let there be lights in the firmament,” &. Now, who would 
have supposed that this would have been just the place to 
turn to in Origen’s works, to discover his opinion on the doc- 
trine of necessity, of the freedom of man’s will, his consequent 
responsibility for his actions, the bearing such doctrine has 
upon the efficacy of prayer, the nature of God’s foreknow- 
ledge? Yet all these points, affecting as we must at once see 
they do affect a signal controversy of our own day, the Cal- 
vinistic, enter into his discussion of this text; the prevailing 
belief in astrology, a subject connected with these lights in 
the firmament, paving the way to it.’ 

How little, again, would the titles of most of the Letters 
of Cyprian enable us to guess at the multifarious mattérs to 
be found in them—much of them, too, bearing very directly 
on the controversies of modern times. 

Nor is this all. Daillé, we have seen, exclaims with much 
self-satisfaction, after giving his own description of the con- 
tents of the writings of the Fathers, “ What has all this to do 
with the doctrine of Transubstantiation, the worship of the Host, 
the supremacy of the Pope, the necessity of secret confession, 
the worship of images, and other matters agitated nowadays !” 
But it is not necessary that the Fathers should be expressly 
discussing these questions, in order to their giving us a great 
deal of light, nevertheless, on the sentiments of the Church 
with respect to them when they wrote. If the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation had never been dreamed of in the days of 
Justin or Irenseus, or Clemens, it is certain enough that it 
would be in vain to look for an argument upon it in their 
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works; but they may not be less effective witnesses in the 
dispute on that account. On the contrary, they may be the 
very best of all we could have. For if such phrases unde- 
signedly fall from them, when they are speaking of the Eu- 
charist, as are quite inconsistent with the notion that they 
believed in the corporal presence, that is all that is wanted to 
prove that the corporal presence was not a primitive doctrine. 
It is not necessary to require from them a regular disclaimer 
of such doctrine in order to avail ourselves of their testimony. 

For example, there is a fragment of Irenzeus, of which the 
following is a translation. “The Greeks seizing the slaves of 
the Christian catechumens, used force to extort from them the 
disclosure of some secret abomination of the Christians ; these 
slaves having nothing to tell which would gratify their tor- 
mentors, except that they heard their masters say, the Holy 
Communion was the body and blood of Christ, thinking it 
was really his body and blood (vouicavres τῷ ὄντι αἷμα καὶ 
σάρκα εἶναι, i.e. making this mistake), reported the same to 
the inquirers. Accordingly these latter, supposing that this 
was actually the Christian mystery (λαβόντες ὧν αὐτόχρημα 
τοῦτο τελεῖσθαι Χριστιανοῖς, i. e. under this wrong impres- 
sion), made the same report to the rest of the Greeks, and 
forced the martyrs Sanctus and Blandina by torture to a con- 
fession. To whom Blandina made answer well and bravely, 
How could we endure to do such an act; we who, in the 
practice of our Christian discipline, abstain even from per- 
mitted food?”! Now, I ask, is it possible that such a passage 
as this could have been penned, and yet the doctrine of Tran- . 
substantiation. have been the doctrine of the Church at the 
time ? for, if so, it would have been really the corporal body 
and blood of Christ, which Christians profess to partake of ; 
and the slaves would have been perfectly correct in the infor- 
mation they gave the Greeks ; and there would have been no 
room for Irenzeus to explain the circumstance under which the 
misapprehension of the Greeks, prompted by that of the slaves, 
occurred, for there would have been no misapprehension at all by 
either party. Surely this is more decisive of the question of 
Transubstantiation, than any express repudiation of it by Ire- 
nzeus would have been ; for so far from repudiating it, he only 
wonders it could have ever entered into the head of the slaves to 
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imagine ; manifestly ascribing it to the dulness of apprehension 
which naturally belonged to that class of persons. 

Take another instance. Cyprian, in a letter addressed to 
Ceecilius, is contending against the practice of certain heretics 
or innovators, who, in celebrating the Sacrament of the Lord’s 
Supper, made use of water only, instead of water and wine 
mixed (for it was the custom to mix those elements in the 
Eucharist at that time, as it was inour own Church, till the Prayer 
Book of 1549 was superseded by that of 1552, not in all 
respects perhaps for the better). Now, argues Cyprian, “Since 
Christ said, I am the true wine, the Blood of Christ is not 
water, but wine. Nor can his Blood, by which we are re- 
deemed and quickened, seem to be in the cup, when there is 
no wine in the cup, by which Christ’s Blood is represented, 
and of which there is a mystical mention made all Scripture 
through.”” Nec potest videri sanguis ejus, quo redempti et 
vivificati sumus, esse in calice quando vinum desit calici, quo 
Christi sanguis ostenditur.' And again in the same Epistle, 
“For as Christ bare us all, since he bare our sins, we per- 
ceive that the people is wnderstood in the water; the Blood 
of Christ is represented by the wine.” Nam quia nos omnes 
portabat Christus, qui et peccata nostra portabat, videmus 
in aqué populum infelligi, in vino vero ostendi sanguinem 
Christi?—the word ostendi in the latter clause clearly in 
apposition to the word intelligz in the former, i. 6. the ele- 
ment in either case is used figuratively ; and to make the 
matter still more clear, Cyprian having quoted a well-known 
text in the Epistle to the Galatians, adds, “Since, therefore, 
neither the Apostle himself, nor an angel from heaven, could 
preach any other doctrine, than that which Christ and his 
Apostles preached once for all, I marvel more than a little, 
‘whence it could come to pass, that in some places, contrary to 
the Evangelical and Apostolical discipline, water should be 
offered in the Lord’s cup, when water alone cannot possibly 
express the Blood of Christ’”—qusze sola Christi sanguinem non 
possit exprimere*—evidently implying that wine did express 
that Blood ; not that it was the Blood itself. Here you see 
the evidence against the doctrine of Transubstantiation is 
furnished us, not by any explicit discussion of the subject, but 
incidentally, whilst the author of it is engaged with settling a 
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dispute of quite another character ; but still that evidence is 
just as decisive, as if you could have put Cyprian in the wit- 
ness-box, and questioned him upon the doctrine of Transub- 
stantiation directly and at once, nay, much more decisive, for it 
ig just as much to the purpose, and yet delivered by him 
without his having any idea of the use his words might be 
made to serve, in entire simplicity and innocence. And to 
revert for a moment to the consideration we have just dis- 
missed, might not Daillé have here asked, with the same air of 
triumph, when he had cast his eye over the letter, and seen 
that it was on the subject of substituting water for wine in 
the Eucharist, What is all this to us? This is no concern of 
ours; we are no drinkers of water now—we want testimony 
on the question of the corporal presence ! 

Take another example to the same purport. Tertullian 
writes a treatise against Marcion, who, perplexed by the origin 
of evil, and the admixture of it he found in the world, devised 
the expedient of two Gods; the one, the God who made the 
world ; the other, the God whom Christ revealed, and whose He 
was. Tertullian contends that if Marcion would examine the 
world, he would discover it not to be so bad as he supposed. 
“ Tmitate,” says he, “if you can, the architecture of the bee, or 
the ant, the net of the spider, or the thread of the silkworm.” 
Nay, further, your own God, he continues, as expressed in and 
by Christ, is satisfied with the Creation; “he did not repro- 
bate the water belonging to the Creator, for he washes his 
disciples with it; nor the oil, for with that he anoints them ; 
nor the mixture of milk and honey, with which he feeds them ;” 
(all, you will observe, portions of the Ritual of Baptism as then 
practised) ; “nor the bread with which he represents his own 
very Body—dquo ipsum corpus suum representat”—(in the 
Ritual of the Eucharist); “even in his Sacraments standing in 
need of the beggarly elements of the Creator.”* Or again, in 
another book of the same tract against Marcion, Tertullian is 
engaged in proving from the correspondence between the Law 
and the Gospel—Christ foretold afid typified in the one, realised 
and produced in the other—that it is the same Christ which is 
spoken of in both; and that Marcion is wrong in supposing 
the God of the Law, and the God of the Gospel, not identical. 
aaa he compares the Passover of Moses with the 
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Passion of Christ. It was on the day of the Passover that 
Christ suffered; He might have chosen another day: but it 
had been designated before as the Lord’s Passover; therefore, — 
did the Lord desire with a great desire to eat it with his dis- 
ciples. “ Professing, therefore, this great desire to eat the 
Passover as his own—and it would have been unworthy of 
Him, who was God; to desire that which was another’s—He 
made the bread which He took and gave to his disciples his 
own Body; by saying, ‘This is my Body,’ ὁ. 6. the figure of my 
Body, (id est figura corporis mei,) for it would not have been a 
figure, unless it had been a veritable body; for a vacuity or 
phantasm cannot take a figure.”' And again in a third book 
of the same treatise, and when still engaged in the same argu- 
ment, he appeals to the evidence of the senses against Marcion, 
and contends that Christ’s reality “was attested by three of 
them, the sight, the touch, and the hearing.”* But this would 
have been very inconclusive reasoning if Marcion could have 
turned upon him and said, “ And yet you do not believe in the 
bread or the wine of the Eucharist which are attested by three 
of the senses.”” Here, again, the controversy is one in which 
we are not concerned. Who doubts, Daillé might say, who 
doubts about the Creator as represented in the Old Testament, 
and the Creator as represented in the New Testament, being 
the same God? Yet we see that this controversy does afford 
us clear incidental evidence against Transubstantiation. 

The worship of the host is another point singled out by 
Daillé, as one to which the writings of the Fathers, such as he 
describes them, have no reference, they being engaged on 
questions of quite a different character. But, as I said in the 
last instance, so I say again in this, that those writings do 
furnish indirect testimony on this matter also. Indeed, does 
not the case of Transubstantiation involve this and settle it? 
If, as we have shown, the Fathers held no such doctrine as 
Transubstantiation, does it not follow as a thing of course that 
they fell into no such practice as the worship of the Host ἢ 
Besides, is there nothing to* be concluded from their silence 
with respect to any such usage? Is it not argument enough, 
for example, that it did not obtain in Justin’s time, when we 
find him describing, with a good deal of minuteness, the mode 
of administering the Holy Eucharist, and yet saying nothing 
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whatever about the worship of the Host? Would he be likely 
to assure his readers, that in this Sacrament, the Communicants 
do not receive the bread as common bread, or the cup as a 
common cup (ov yap ὧς κοινὸν ἄρτον οὐδὲ κοινὸν πόμα ταῦτα 
λαμβάνομεν), if they had actually worshipped either the one 
or the other as God? Is it conceivable, that in such a case he 
would have adopted language so unimpassioned as this? It is 
true Justin has no chapter “ De Hostid adorandé,” if nothing 
less than that would suffice for M. Daillé, but is not the kind 
of testimony presented in the few words I have extracted from 
him—and other similar testimony might be multiplied to almost 
any extent—far more valuable than any direct disclaimer of 
such idolatry ? 

The Supremacy of the Pope is another subject of modern 
controversy which M. Daillé adduces as incapable of receiving 
any illustration from the writings of the Fathers, being out of 
their field of debate. Certainly none of them have composed 
a treatise upon it like Dr. Barrow; but is not much to be 
deduced from them on the question, which is very greatly to 
the purpose nevertheless? Clemens Romanus, though Bishop 
of Rome, writes his Epistle to the Corinthians not in the name 
of the Pope, but in the name of the Church of Rome.? _Ireneus 
speaks by implication of Jerusalem, and not of Rome, as the . 
metropolis of the citizens of the New Testament (ἡ μητρόπολιϑ9 
τῶν Ths καινῆς διαθήκην πολιτῶν, and assigns to St. Paul a 
very pre-eminent rank among the Apostles*; and if he calls 
the Church of Rome on one occasion “the greatest, most 
ancient, and universally known” (Church), and says that 
certainly, “considering how chief and principal a Church it is, 
all Churches, ὁ. 6. all faithful people everywhere, must be found 
in sentiment conformable to it, seeing that in it is preserved 
that Apostolical tradition which has obtained always and in 
all places ;’’* no conclusion for the supremacy of the Pope over 
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Christendom can be drawn from this. For what is here his 
argument? He is refuting the heretics on the ground of their 
own choosing, tradition; and takes the Church of Rome as the 
fairest and safest channel of tradition then extant, as the best 
exponent of what tradition taught, by reason of that Church 
being founded by illustrious Apostles, being governed uninter- 
ruptedly by their successors, and holding so conspicuous a 
station in the world—the “necesse est omnem convenire 
ecclesiam ad hanc ecclesiam’’ (as Mr. Evans observes),' imply- 
ing ἃ consequence not an obligation—where tradition was so 
guaranteed, it must needs be that an orthodox Christian would 
accept it. Forso far is Irenseus from considering the doctrine 
of the Church of Rome as peremptory (except from the mere 
fact of the peculiar circumstances of that Church having given 
it advantages im the preservation of doctrine over other 
Churches less favourably placed), that he actually goes on to 
confirm the tradition of the Church of Rome by the tradition 
of the Churches of Smyrna and Ephesus, which agreed with it 
——a work of entire supererogation, if it was needful to submit 
to the Church of Rome, let it teach whatever it might. Nei- 
ther is that all. If Irenzeus had felt that Christendom was 
bound hand and foot by the Pope’s supremacy, how could he 
have himself ventured to remonstrate with Victor, Bishop of 
Rome, on his excommunicating the Eastern Churches for their 
non-observance of his rule, and that of the Western Church, 
with respect to the time of keeping Easter? This resistance 
of Irenzeus was the more gratuitous, as in the controversy in 
question he took the same side as Victor. 

Again, the disputes in which Cyprian is engaged, constantly 
lead him to afford us light on this subject, inadvertently and 
by the way; forthe immediate bone of contention, no doubt, 
may not be now what it then was. The question concerning 
the Baptism of heretics, however, on which he differed in 
judgment from Stephanus, Bishop of Rome, incidentally ac- 
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oupSarey—as Mr. Evans observes 
(Biography of the Early Church, Victor, 
p. 257), 4. ὁ. simply “ to have converse 
with,” or “confer with; " συμβάλλειν 
being the word used on very similar 
occasions to that in the text, as he 
remarks, by Eusebins (Eccles. Hist. 
iii. c. 28, and v. c. 24); and a still 
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Ireneus himself, who in the very next 
section of this very chapter employs 
this word: Κλήμης, ὁ καὶ ἑωρακὼς τοὺς 
μακαρίους ἀποστόλους καὶ συμβεβληκὼς 
αὐτοῖς --- Clemens, who had seen the 
blessed Apostles, and conferred with 
them. 
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* quaints us with the relation in which he considered his own 


Church and other Churches to stand to Rome; and it is obvious 
that he regarded it as anything but that of passive obedience 
to it. He is not niggardly in his ascription of honours to St. 
Peter. He repeatedly considers him as the rock on which 
Christ founded his Church; probably in allusion to the effect 
of his first sermon recorded in the second chapter of the Acts. 
He contemplates him as peculiarly singled out by our Lord, 
in order that he might be a symbol of the unity which should 
prevail in the Church.’ But he did not regard this as pre- 
cluding the discussion of ecclesiastical questions, such as Here- 
tical Baptism, and the decision of them accordingly. “For 
Peter,” says he, in a letter to Quintus,? “whom the Lord chose 
first, and upon whom he built his Church, when Paul after- 
wards disputed with him on the subject of circumcision, did 
not make any arrogant claims for himself, and say that he had 
obtained the Priinacy, and ought to be obeyed by those that 
were younger and later in date than himself.” And in an- 
other to Pope Stephanus himself, still on the same subject 
of Baptism, after expressing his own opinion which he knew 
was opposed to that of Stephanus, he adds, “In which matter 
we do not wish to put constraint upon any, or lay down any 
peremptory law, seeing that every ruler (prepositus) in the 
administration of the Church is at liberty to act according to 
his own free will, only having to give an account to his 
Lord.”® Has this nothing to do with the question of Papal 
Supremacy as now debated ? 

in. Turn to the sixth canon of the Council of Nice, A.D. 
325. “Let the ancient customs prevail,” it says, (ra ἀρχαῖα 
ἔθη κρατείτω,) “those in Egypt, and Libya, and Pentapolis, 
to wit, that the Bishop of Alexandria have authority over them 
all, since in the case of the Bishop of Rome the like is custo- 
mary; and in a similar manner with respect to Antioch, and 
in the other provinces, let the ancient customs be preserved to 
the Churches.”* And now turn to the eighth canon of the 
Council of Ephesus, a.D. 431, and see how this prior canon 
was acted on in a particular case. “ Rheginus, our brother 
Bishop, well-beloved in God, and the well-beloved Bishops of 
the province of Cyprus, Zeno and Evagrius with him, have 


1 Cyprian, De Unitate Ecclesia, $4. 4 Routh, _Scriptorum Ecclesiastio, 
3 Ep. lxxi. 8 Ep. lxxii. Opuse. tom. i. p. 874. Oxon. 1840. 


40 THE PAPAL SUPREMACY (Senzes L 


brought under our notice an innovation contrary to the ec- 
clesiastical laws and canons of the holy Fathers, and touching 
the liberty of all . . . that the Bishop of the City of 
Antioch holds Ordinations in Cyprus, as certain very reverend 
men, who have come to this holy Synod, have informed us by 
certificates, (λεβέλλων,) and word of mouth. Therefore, since 
publio disorders have need of greater remedies, inasmuch as 
they bring with them greater damage, and especially where 
ancient usage does not obtain, those who- preside over the 
holy Churches of Cyprus shall, without impediment or hurt, 
according to the canons of the holy Fathers and ancient usage, 
hold Ordinations of their most revered Bishops, among them- 
selves. And the same rule shall be kept in all other dioceses 
and provinces whatever, so that no one of these Bishops well- 
beloved of God shall occupy another province which has not 
been subject to him from the beginning, or to those before him; 
and if any one hath seized and subjected any such to himself 
by force, let him restore the same, that the canons of the 
Fathers may not be transgressed; and that under the pretext 
of the sacerdotal office, (tepoupyias,) the pride of worldly 
power may not creep in, nor we, by little and little, and with- 
out being aware of it, lose the liberty which our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the liberator of all men, gave us at the cost of his own 
Blood.”' Now, I ask, does this case of the Church of Cyprus 
afford no conclusions for ourselves ; and because the supremacy 
of the Pope of Rome is not, in so many words, made the sub- 
ject of an ancient treatise, or ecclesiastical canon, are we at 
liberty to throw away such documents, as having nothing to 
do with it? I press these considerations the more, because 
I have too much respect for the reading of Daillé to believe 
that he was writing in ignorance; but most strongly suspect 
that he was deliberately misleading people, who were not 
likely, he thought, to look into authorities for themselves ; 
and accordingly his book has been in the vogue it has with 
that uncommonly large class; and, I believe, has been recently 
republished,’ as if the times called for it; but what times can 
call for artifice, or what cause prosper by disingenuous defence? 

The necessity of secret confession is another question which 
Daillé singles out, as one which does not admit of illustration 


1 Routh, Scriptorum Ecclesiastic. * Re.edited and amended, with a pre- 
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from anything the Fathers say, so alien from it are the topics 
they handle. And, as I have observed in similar cases, there 
certainly is no treatise expressly on the subject by any early 
Father ; but there is that in them which bears upon it: though 
a member of the Church of England, at least, however it might 
be with a foreign Protestant, is not called upon to be particu- 
larly careful in this matter, seeing that in her Communion 
Service, though not insisting upon the necessity of confession, 
she exhorts persons, under certain circumstances, to come to 
the Minister and open their grief, that they “may receive the 
benefit of absolution, together with ghostly counsel and ad- 
vice.” And in her Service for the Visitation of the Sick, she 
instructs the Minister to examine the sick man, whether he 
repents him of his sins ; and at a particular part of the office, 
to move him “to make a special confession of his sins, if he 
feel his conscience troubled ;” and after that (and not before), 
to absolve him. She does not go further than this, because 
she does not see secret confession to a Priest absolutely enjoined 
as a matter of necessity, either in Scripture, or the Primitive 
Church the interpreter of Scripture ; for though frequent men- 
tion is made in the early Fathers of confession, I doubt whether 
any passage can be produced from them which does not admit 
of being explained of public confession in the Church, and, in 
general, which does not bear this meaning evidently on the 
face of it, except in case of sickness. But, if so, how can 
Daillé adduce the subject of secret confession, as another topic 
on which the Fathers can be made of no avail, and another 
instance of the little concern they can be persuaded to have 
in modern polemics? Irenseus touches upon the question of 
confession more than once, and has been claimed indeed by 
the Romanist as a witness in his favour—lIrenzeus, who is never 
dreaming, be it observed, of the point we are investigating ; 
and whose treatise, as Daillé says, is ostensibly upon heresies 
which have long passed away and been forgotten—he then, 
who is engaged in scourging the lives and conversation of these 
heretics, most perfect (reXetorarot), as they called themselves, 
charges them, amongst other things, with “ corrupting other 
men’s wives, as the women themselves,” he continues, “who 
have been seduced by them have often confessed together with 
their other sins, when they have afterwards been converted 
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to the Church of God” '—and adds that some of them made a 
public confession, but others, shrinking from this, through 
shame, quietly withdrew themselves from the life of God in 
despair ; others became apostates altogether ; and others again 
halted between the two conditions’—evidently intimating that 
such public confession was necessary in order to restoration to 
the Church, when they had been baptized and relapsed into 
notorious offences. 

We should draw the same conclusion from the manner in 
which Tertullian speaks of this ἐξομολόγησιφ : “ This exomo- 
logesis or confession,” says he, “is an act of great humiliation 
and prostration of the man; it regulates the dress, the food ; 
it enjoins sackcloth and ashes ; it defiles the body with filth, 
and subdues the spirit with anguish ; it restricts meat and 
drink to the simplest possible; it nourishes prayer by fast- 
ing ; it. inculcates groans and tears, and invocations of the 
Lord God day and night; and teaches the penitent to cast 
himself at the feet of his Presbyters, and clasp the knees of 
these servants of God, and to beg of all the brethren to inter- 
cede with God for mercy. Such. is the homologesis”’—the 
whole evidently a public act. He speaks afterwards of 
“many shrinking from the work, more regardful of their 
shame than of their salvation ;’’* and asks, “ whether it is 
better to conceal your sin and be damned, than to expose it 
and receive absolution.”® 

Again, Cyprian speaks of confession in numberless places, 
but it still seems to be public confession. Thus, in several of 
his Letters, he complains of persons who had lapsed in perse- 
cution and renounced Christ, having been received to the Com- 
munion furtively by certain Presbyters of his Church. This 
he resents as a breach of all discipline. Even in the case of 
“‘minor offences, sinners,” says he, in a letter to his Clergy 
on this scandal,® “express their penitence at a suitable season, 
and come to Confession, according to the rules of discipline, 
and are admitted into communion by imposition of the hands 
of the Bishops and Clergy.’ And in another letter,’ addressed 
to the “people,” on the same affair, as though they were par- 
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ties concerned in it, he begs that nothing final may be settled 
till he should himself be restored to them, when it might be 
proceeded with, “yourselves being present and judging ;” still, 
except in cases of dangerous sickness, where the patient is 
confessed and absolved at once, because there will probably be 
no room afterwards either for confession or absolution, and 
where Cyprian gives directions accordingly,’ public humiliation 
seeming to be contemplated. But this discipline, however 
severe, would be a very different thing from secret confession ; 
and not liable to the dreadful abuses which, no doubt, the se- 
cret confessional (whether legitimate or not in itself, and when 
rightly restricted) was likely to lead to, and did lead to actually 
and in fact. But however this may be, and to whatever con- 
clusion the Fathers may lead us in this controversy, my end 
is answered ; which is to show that Daillé is not justified in 
representing the writings of the Fathers as altogether inappli- 
cable to such a question ; for however casually it may present 
itself in their writings, and whatever may be the aspect of it 
they offer, the question of secret confession is clearly one upon 
which they may be made to speak in one shape or other ; and 
I could have doubled or trebled the length of this Lecture, had 
I chosen to bring forward all the matenals they would furnish 
upon it. Daillé’s argument, which I am combating, you will 
remark, is this, that the Fathers are of little worth to us in our 
own controversies, because they treat of matters that have no 
relation to them. 

The worship of vmages is the last of the instances he hap- 
pens to bring forward in the place I am dealing with,” to 
prove the irrelevance of patristical literature ; but he does it 
with no better success than before. Certainly it was reserved 
for a much later age than that we are now treating of to 
produce dissertations for and against the use of images in 
Churches: nor is there any tract of an early Father, which, 
from its title, would bespeak it to have any especial reference to 
the question here contemplated. But again I say, are we on 
that account to put them away, and console ourselves with the 
reflection that, were we to trouble ourselves ever so much about 
them, we should only have our labour for our pains? I think 
not. If image-worship did not exist in the Primitive Church, ᾿ 
it is not to be expected that we should find anything expressly 
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said about it in the writers of that Church—but still we can 
use their testimony. For instance, we learn from the Apolo- 
gies that one of the accusations most commonly brought against 
the Christians by the heathens, was that they were atheists. 
Justin replies to it at length in his first “Apology,”’' and 
Athenagoras in his “ Πρεσβεία περὶ Xptorcavdv’’*—the latter 
using language which I shall translate, because evidently point- 
ing to the conclusion which I'am about to come to. “I have 
made it appear,” says he, “clearly enough, that we are no 
atheists, accounting, as we do, God to be one, uncreated, ever- 
lasting, invisible, impassive, incomprehensible, incapable of 
being contained within space, comprehended by the mind and 
reason alone, encompassed with light, and beauty, and spirit, 
and unutterable power, by whom the universe was created, 
and set in order, and is preserved through his Word.” The 
very diction of the defence suggests the real ground of the 
accusation, viz. that atheism was imputed to the Christians 
because no images of their gods were to be found in their 
Churches ; and therefore the heathens supposed that they had 
no God: a supposition which the Apologists endeavour to re- 
move by showing that their God was invisible, and of a nature 
not to be represented by a material image. Indeed, it is 
their boast (Origen records it) that the meanest and least in- 
structed of the Christians could not be brought to believe that 
the Deity could be expressed by symbols wrought by the hands 
of base mechanics ; herein proving themselves, as they said, 
superior even to the philosophers of the heathen.® And this 
conclusion is further confirmed by another consideration. It 
was actually imputed to the Christians that they worshipped 
the Cross,‘ to which Tertullian replies by an argumentum ad 
hominem, not unusual with him; and Minucius Felix, who 
also adverts to it,° retorts it after the manner of Tertullian, 
though he denies it too.° But whence the charge? except 
from the Cross being the only symbol which the heathens 
could detect, either in the Churches or out of them, for which 
the Christians seemed to have a reverence. Could they pos- 
sibly have entertained this belief, if they had seen images in 
the Christian Churches? There is a passage in Irenssus which 


' Apol. T. ες 6, 18. § 14, et alibi. 
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furnishes us with evidence on the same side of this question, 
and of the same indirect kind. When speaking of a certain 
sect of the followers of Carpocrates, he says, “ they call them- 
selves Gnostics, and adopt pictures and images of Christ, al- 
leging that the original was made by Pilate, at the time when 
Jesus was among men. These they crown with chaplets, and 
expose them among the figures of the philosophers of this 
world, such as Pythagoras, Plato, Aristotle, and the rest; 
treating them with the same kind of reverence as the heathens 
express for their images.”’ It ie impossible to believe that 
Irenzeus would have penned a paragraph like this, if the 
Church of his day had been in the habit of presenting pictures 
and images of the Saviour to the devotions of the people. 

Another opportunity will occur hereafter of enlarging upon 
this subject, though under another head of the argument,’ and 
of showing, in yet more ample detail, how far Daillé is from 
being correct, when he represents the writings of the Fathers 
as inapplicable to present controversies ; and, above all, when 
he exemplifies by the questions in dispute between the Re- 
formed Church and the Church of Rome—another opportu- 
nity, I say, will shortly arrive for pursuing this investigation 
further, when I come to consider the allegation which he 
makes against the Church of Rome of corrupting the text of 
the Fathers to serve purposes of her own. For the present, 
let the instances I have adduced suffice to prove that the works 
of the Fathers may certainly be turned to account in the de- 
bate between these Churches, and that much information to 
the purpose is to be derived from them. Yet how incidentally 
do we get at it! How little would heads of chapters or 
tables of contents, help us to it! And who shall say that the 
Fathers are not to be read, because they are concerned with 
matters which have no relation to our disputes? Rather, I 
should say, they are not only to be read, but to be read most 
carefully, and with a spirit thoroughly on the alert for allu- 
sions in them which are thus latent, but which, nevertheless, 
are assuredly there—no less careful investigation of them than 
this sufficing for mastering the most valuable of the matter of 
which they are made up. 


1 Et reliquam observationem circa | Ireneeus, I. c. xxv. § 6. 
eas, similiter ut Gentes, fociunt.— | 7? In Lectures LY. and V. 
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LECTURE III. 


Third argument of Daillé—its insufficiency to establish his proposition. The 
quotation of the Sibyl by the Fathers explained. Vindication of them from 
the charge of dishonesty in quoting Apocryphal books. Opinions of Vossius, 
Hammond, and others, on the Epistle of Barnabas, and the Pastor of Hermas. 
Arguments of Daillé against the Epistles of Ignatius inconclusive. Com- 
parison of passages in Ireneeus, Polycarp, Tertullian, with passages in those 
Epistles. Quotation of them by Origen. Improbability that Eusebius should 
have been deceived as to their genuineness. 


HUS far we have found Daillé decrying the use of the 
Fathers, first by reason of the writings they have left 
being few, and often fragmentary ; secondly, by reason of the 
subjects of those writings being altogether alien from the con- 
troversies of modern times. 

The third ground on which he depreciates them is the sus- 
picion of forgery and interpolation which affects many of their 
works. 

Accordingly he produces a long catalogue of spurious com- 
positions, bestowing a good deal of ostentatious pains on each, 
as it passes in review, and then concludes, that it is evident 
very many persons, and, especially, the Latm monks and 
clergy, from the eighth century to his own, considered it law- 
ful to invent, change, and interpolate, whenever such proceed- 
ing might seem to conduce to the advantage of their religion. 
And as whatever we possess of ancient books is derived to us 
from this quarter, he does not think it so wonderful, that num- 
bers of these are now in circulation under the title of ancient, 
which are partly false and supposititious, partly vitiated and 
corrupted, as that there should be any, however few, which 
should have reached us pure and genuine.’ But though this 
array of mendacious documents is very well calculated to pro- 
duce an impression of distrust in antiquity on persons, who 
have not turned their attention to patristic theology, yet 
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others would know that of these writings, which he produces 
in general the spuriousness is now and has long been univer- 
sally admitted ; and that when we urge the advantage of 
reading the Fathers, we are never contemplating these, but 
far other works. Surely it does not follow that because there 
is much that is false, there is nothing that is true: on the 
contrary, it 18 the existence of the genuine that gives occasion 
to the counterfeit.  Irenseus expressly tells us, that the here- 
tics “had concocted and put in circulation an unspeakable 
number of apocryphal and spurious Scriptures, to the confusion 
of illiterate persons and of such as were not acquainted with 
the writings of truth.”’ And if you will look at Jones on 
the Canon of Scripture, you will see” that the mere titles of 
apocryphal books, which issued in the very earliest age of the 
Church, and laid claim more or less to Apostolical authority, 
occupy five octavo pages. Are we then on that account to 
reject or suspect the canonical books of the New Testament ? 
They are very few in comparison with the others; and it 
‘would be a very easy thing for a sceptic, arguing in the spirit 
of Daillé, to mislead people, too ignorant or too indolent to 
inquire for themselves, into a notion that in the midst of such 
@ mass of moving quicksands, it was next to impossible to find 
any solid, trustworthy footing. Certainly it is credible that 
in the time of Daillé arguments might occasionally be drawn 
from one or other of the works on his condemned list ; perhaps 
it may be alleged of some of our great divines of even the 
Augustan age of our Church, that they were not always sufii- 
ciently scrupulous in their appeals to ancient authority : in- 
deed, the credit of some of the tracts they rely on, had not 
then, perhaps, been accurately tested ; now, however, and for 
a long time past, controversialists would not have recourse to 
any such weapons ; severer criticism and a more. jealous pub- 
lic taste having superseded the more confiding temperament of 
former ages: so that Daillé’s inflated difficulties ὃ on this sub- 
ject need not disturb us. 

However, Daillé at length escapes from this cloud of false 
‘witnesses, with which he has taken a good deal of trouble 
to compass his readers about, and proceeds* to charge several 
of those Fathers, who certainly are genuine, with ministering 
to the system of fraud, which he is exposing, by themselves 
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quoting as authority works which were of none. Thus Justin, 
Theophilus, and others, do not scruple to fetch arguments from 
the verses of the Sibyl; as if they were really oracular.' It is 
not quite clear, whether Daillé means to impute a fraudulent 
intention to these authors in this transaction or not. For he 
says, that the Fathers were not always gifted with powers to 
discover these impostures; but he insinuates the worse al- 
ternative. Now, undoubtedly, several of the early Fathers do 
quote the Sibyl ; Justin and Theophilus amongst the rest ; but 
in the first place it must be remembered, that on these occa- 
sions they were addressing heathens, often literary heathens, 
and that there was very little ground which they could occupy 
in common. It was in vain to plead with them Scripture 
testimony ; for the authority of the Scripture they were not 
prepared to admit. Accordingly, whenever they can do it, 
they sustain their arguments on other evidence, which the 
heathens were accustomed to respect. Thus for some of the 
incidents of our Saviour’s life, they would appeal to the Acts 
of Cyrenius or to those of Pilate? ; for the mystical power of 
the Cross, to the writings of Plato, who found it in the letter 
X, with which he represented the world as impressed from 
one end to the other®; and on numberless other occasions 
they make the sentiments of that philosopher tributary to 
establishing the facts and doctrines of the revelation they 
taught. And so in like manner they availed themselves of 
the writings of the Sibyl, which circulated very largely 
throughout the heathen world and were held in much re- 
verence as prophetic by the class for whom they were writing, 
to give force to many arguments which might otherwise have 
seemed strange to them, and would have hardly obtained 
credence—such as the creation of man—the final conflagration 
—the future Advent of the Messiah—and many of the cir- 
cumstances which should attend it.* There was nothing neces- 
sarily disingenuous in this. Doubtless in process of time 
verses of the Sibyl became multiplied without end, and bore 
on their very face the mark of the comparatively modern date 
at which they were composed, and yet were adopted by Chris- 
tian writers. But from the beginning it was not so. Bishop 
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Bull considers, and with the strongest grounds for doing so, 
that the Jewish prophecies pervaded a great part of the heathen 
world, more or less obscured, (for the Jews were dispersed 
over nearly the whole of it,) and that out of these prophecies 
many of the verses of the Sibyl (as they were called) were 
fabricated from times tle most ancient. The Septuagint 
translation of the Scriptures, circulating, as it did, amongst 
the Jews of all nations, must have communicated its contents 
to many Gentiles’; and it may be added, that an early 
version of the Old Testament into Greek long before the 
Septuagint translation, of which Clemens Alexandrinus tells 
us on the authority of Aristobulus, would materially con- 
duce to this.’ Prophetical the verses were, strictly prophetical, 
and not unworthy in such cases of being quoted by the 
primitive Fathers, as they were witnesses on their side; the 
Fathers themselves ascribing, no doubt, the truth they felt to 
be in them, either to the sacred channels, from which they 
supposed them to be derived—Justin, when giving the history 
of the Sibyl,® expressly makes her to be born at Babylon, and 
thence come to Italy: where more likely that she should 
became acquainted with the writings of the Prophets ?—or to 
the fact of her own inspiration, which was the vulgar belief ; 
or at least it was the belief that there was one inspired 
Sibyl, the existence of whom occasioned a number of counter- 
feits,t she, raised up by God as a prophetess amongst the 
Greeks, as the prophets, properly so called, were by Him to 
the Hebrews. Is there anything in this derogatory to the 
character of Justin for honesty, or even for judgment? What 
was Balaam but such a Prophet amongst the nations of 
the East, and Job amongst the Arabians, and Melchizedek 
amongst the inhabitants of Canaan? We read of prophetic 
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dreams even amongst the Midianites.' Certainly by some 
means or other, you must account for a great deal of very 
curious knowledge with respect to the Messiah to come, which 
pervaded the*whole heathen world—knowledge, too, which 
the Gentiles themselves (though not understanding it of the 
Messiah, but puzzled how to understand it at all), did consider 
to relate to the events of futurity, and themselves assigned it to 
the Sibyl as its author. I scarcely need remind you of the 
Pollio of Virgil, where the incidents are expressly said to be 
drawn from the vaticinations of the Sibyl, some of them 
according most remarkably with those of Isaiah, and the 


‘whole almost as applicable to Christ as any chapter of that 


Prophet. The Prometheus, too, of Aischylus, though the 
facts are not in that case avowedly referred to the same 
source, does savour of the same original; and however dark 
the fable might seem to those who handled it, nobody can 
dispute that it is founded on more than human knowledge. 
The well-known passage in Suetonius’ Life of Vespasian tends 
to the same point, that “there had been for a long time, all 
over the East, a prevailing opinion, that it was in the Fates,” 
(in the decrees or books of the Fates, says Lardner,) “some 
one from Juda should then obtain the empire of the world.’”? 
Where was the harm of the early Fathers taking advantage of 
a medium like this for arresting the attention of the heathen 
to the tidings they had to impart to them? more especially as 
it should appear from a few words let fall by Origen, that it 
was really debated (whether amongst the Christians one with 
another, or amongst the heathens and Christians), what autho- 
rity was due to the Sibyl, and whether she was to be ac- 
counted a prophetess or not, so that there would seem to be 
nothing clandestine or underhand in the use the Christians 
made of the argument*; and, moreover, the passage would 
lead us to infer that this question had been agitated even 
as early as the times of Celsus, who lived some hundred years 
before Origen.* 

As another instance of the unscrupulous use made of autho- 
rities by the Fathers, Daillé adduces the appeals, which 
Clemens Alexandrinus makes to Apocryphal books that cir- 
culated under the names of Apostles and disciples of the Lord, 


’ Judges vii. 13, 14. 7 Origen, Contra Celsum, V. § 61. 
* Suetonius, Life of Vespasian, 8 4. 4L ς 8. 
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and his quotations from the pretended works of Barnabas and 
Hermas.' He also takes the like exceptions to Fathers of a 
later age than I am concerned with, and which, therefore, I 
shall not investigate; my object being to impress you with 
the importance of reading, not all the Fathers of every age, 
so much as the Fathers of the first three centuries. But does 
the manner in which Clemens avails himself of Apocryphal 
writings affect his own credit as an author or a candid Apolo- 
gist? Certainly he refers to the “Gospel according to the 
Hebrews ;” to the “Gospel according to the Egyptians ;” to 
the “ Traditions of Matthias ;” to the “Preaching of Peter ;” 
to a “certain Gospel ; ”* and perhaps to the “ Acts of Peter.” ? 
And often he so refers without any remark whatever as to 
the value of the document he is laying under contribution. 
But you will bear this in mind, a fact which Daillé altogether 
overlooks, but a very important one; that on one of these 
occasions he expressly speaks of no Gospels being of authority 
except the four. “On Salome inquiring,” this is the passage, 
“when the things which she asked about would be known; 
the Lord replied, when ye shall tread under foot’ (or have no 
need for) “the covering of your shame; and when two shall 
become one, and the male with the female shall be neither 
male nor female ;” and then Clemens adds, by way of shaking 
the effect of this paragraph, which was advocating a cause to 
which he was opposed,* “ First, then, I contend, that we have 
not this saying im the four Gospels delivered to us, but in the 
Gospel according to the Egyptians.”* I say this observation 
must be carried along with us, when we meet with other 
quotations from Apocryphal Gospels and like works in 
Clemens ; for however he may not at the moment declare in 
80 many words the comparative estimation in which he holds 
them, we have it under his own hands, that none of them 
rank with him at all as the four Canonical Gospels do. For 
example, he adduces this same Gospel according to the Egyp- 
tians in another place, as follows: “But they who oppose 


1 Daillé, p. 53. marriage ; Cassianus being himself op- 

3 0 Κύριος ἔν τινε Ἐῤαγγελίφ. --- | posed to marriage, whilst Clemens con- 
Clem. Alex. Stromat. V. § x. p. 684. tends for the lawfulness of it. 

3 VII. § xi. p. 869. See Grabe,| ὅδ Ἔν τοῖς παραδεδομένοις ἡμῖν τέτ- 
Spicilegium, vol. i. p. 79. ταρσιν εὐαγγελίοις οὐκ ἔχομεν τὸ ῥητὸν, 

4 The passage was advanced by a| ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τῷ κατ᾽ Alyvrrious.—Clem. 
heretic, one Cassianus, as adverse to | Alex. Stromat. IIL. § xiii. : 
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themselves to the Creation of God by their specious con- 
tinence, allege those things which were addressed to Salome, 
whereof I have made mention already. They occur, I think,”’ 
continues Clemens, “in the Gospel according to the Egyp- 
tians.”' Now here you see the Gospel according to the 
Egyptians is cited without any notice of distrust in it or any 
mark of depreciation. Yet from the other passage, already 
laid before you, it appears, that though he is here silent 
about its merits, Clemens had no wish to disguise his real 
opinion of it. I may as well observe by the way, that though 
Clemens does not specify what were the fowr Gospels to 
which he assigns such superior weight, there can be no doubt 
that our four they were; for he was contemporary with 
Trenzeus, though probably born a few years later than that 
author ; and the testimony of Irenseus to the Canonical Gos- 
pels of his day being the four we now have, and no other, 
is undeniable*; not to say that Clemens himself quotes St. 
Matthew in one place as τὸ κατὰ Ματθαῖον Εὐαγγέλιον, and 
St. Luke in another, as τὸ Εὐαγγέλιον τὸ κατὰ Λουκᾶν." 
The same reasoning as before applies to the quotations made 
by Clemens from the Gospel according to the Hebrews. He 
is contending, for instance, that to admire is the first step to 
knowledge, and therefore, “in the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews,’ says he, “it is written, he that admireth shall rule, 
and he that ruleth shall rest,” ἢ without any remark added on 
the nature of the document ; but if there were then only four 
acknowledged Gospels (as he felt: was the case), there was no 
need for remark. The same may be said of his citation of the 
τι Evayyédov. “It belongs to few to take these things in, for 
the Lord says in a certain Gospel, that he does not teach in a 
niggardly spirit, ‘My mysteries are for me and the children of 
my house:’’’* no note or comment subjoined, because none 
was wanted. Even in the case of the Gospel according to 


‘the Egyptians, where the observation respecting the Four 
Gospels, on which I am relying so much, is made, it is made, 


you will perceive, quite incidentally, and almost as though it 
escaped him by the by. 


539, 540. p- 407. 
IT. § ix. p. 453. 
V. 
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And if it be said, why then multiply quotations ? It may 
. be answered in the first place, that Clemens was a man. of 
enormous reading, and could not help showing it; his reference 
to profane as well as to sacred, or quasi-sacred authorities, 
being most profuse ; indeed, he had a reason for the former 
display, which I shall make appear in a future Lecture. 
There is nothing singular or offensive in this. Look at 
Bishop Jeremy Taylor’s Life of Christ, and you will see him 
supporting or adorning his narrative by appeals to numberless 
authors, whose credit he leaves his readers to settle as they 
will, contenting himself with saying who they are, or with re- 
ferring to them in the margin. Yet how many of these authors 
are of little or no account! And in the next place, no doubt 
many of the documents, which were written at this very 
early period of the Church, in the midst of much error, con- 
tamed much truth. It is the testimony of an Apostle himself, 
that “there are also many other things ” (besides those care- 
fully recorded), “which Jesus did, the which, if they should 
be written every one,” he supposes, “that even the world 
itself could not contain the books that should be written.” ' 
There is a saying assigned to Jesus in the Acts,? which there 
is no previous memorandum of his having ever uttered. 
There are several other sayings preserved by the early 
Fathers*; together with one or two incidents respecting him, 
not taken notice of by the Evangelists,* There might be, nay, 
it is highly probable that there was, much of this kind to be 
discovered in the many unauthorized publications which found 
their way into the world in the age immediately after our 
Lord’s Passion, and which, however overlaid hy base materials, 
did give to those publications a certain value nevertheless. 
Indeed, St. Luke’s Preface to his Gospel implies, I think, that 
the histories of our blessed Lord, which his own was meant to 
supersede, were of this mixed character, not absolute fiction, 
but truth adulterated. “Forasmuch as mamy have taken in 

1 John xxi. 25. 3 Acts xx. 35. | from their several sources in the Ap- 

8 Ἔν οἷς dv ὑμᾶς καταλάβω, ἐν rov- | pendix of the first volume of Jones on 
τοις καὶ xow&.—Justin. Dialog. § 47. | the Canon. 

Venient dies, in quibus vines nas-| .* Ἐν σπηλαίῳ τινὶ σύνεγγυς τῆς 
centur, singulss: decem millia palmitum | c@pnsxaréAvoe.—He put up in a cer- 
habentes, et in uno palmite dena millia | tain cave near the village.— Justin. 
brachiorum, &c.—Ireneus, V. c. xxxiii. | Dialog. § 78. Ταῦτα yap τὰ τεκτονεκὰ 


§ 3. A collection of these sayings and | ἔργα εἰργάζετο ἐν ἀνθρώποις ὦν, ἄροτρα 
histories of Christ will be found gathered | καὶ (vya.—Justin. Dialog. § 88. 
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hand to set forth in order a declaration of those things which 
are most surely believed among us, even as they delivered 
them unto.us, which from the beginning were eye-witnesses 


.and ministers of the word ; it seemed good to me also, having 


had perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to 
write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus, that thou 
mightest know the certainty of those things wherein thou hast 
been instructed,” ὁ the spirit of the passage not being utterly 
to condemn the writings he is contemplating of gross and 
wilful falsehood, but to imply that the authors’ understanding 
of the incidents they had related was not perfect; that their 
opportunities of learning them had not been like bis own, he 
having had perfect knowledge of them from the first, and that 
the knowledge therefore which he would communicate would 
be certainty, which could not be said of that of the others. 
Even when these early documents proceeded from heretical 
quarters, as probably many of them did, the substance of them 
would still, in many cases, be truth; they would scarcely have 
answered the purpose of their compilers had it been otherwise. 
The “Traditions of Matthias,” the “ Preaching of Peter,” “ the 
Acts of Peter,” and something “ of Paul’s,” probably combined 
with the “ Preaching of Peter,”?® all, as I have said, quoted by 
Clemens, were, no doubt, publications of the nature I am 
describing ; truth mingled, or, as it might be, grossly debased 
with error. Origen himself takes this view of the last of 
these documents, observing, in a passage of his commentary 
on St. John, where he has occasion’ to quote a saying of 
Heracleon, who had adopted certain words from the “ Preach- 
ing of Peter,’ we must inquire touching this work “ whether 
it is genuine, or spurious, or mixed,” * himself apparently 
leaning to the last supposition. With respect to the first of 
these, the “Traditions of Matthias,’ Clemens refers to it 
several times, but not in a way to impress us with his con- 
fidence in it; rather the contrary ; for though in one or two 
places he simply quotes without preface, in others he intimates 
in a manner that ought to satisfy M. Daillé himself, that its 


character, even in his eyes, was suspicious. Thus of the 


heresies, says Clemens, “some are called by the name of their 


δ Luke i. 1-4, puxrdy.—Origen, vol. iv. p. 226. Be- 
- ® See Jones on the Canon, Part IT. | ned. Ed. 
* Πότερόν ποτε γνήσιόν ἐστιν ἣ 
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author, as that of Valentinus, and Marcion, and Basilides, 
although, indeed, they boast that the opinions of Matthias 
may be adduced in support of their own. But as there was 
but one doctrine delivered by all the Apostles, so can there be 
but one (true) tradition.” ' Surely there is here a caveat in- 
terposed by Clemens sufficiently intelligible to prevent any of 
his readers from being misled by the authority of the “ Tradi- 
tions of Matthias,” though he has occasion to refer to that 
work. With respect to the “Preaching of Peter,” another of 
the ecclesiastical writings frequently cited by Clemens, it is to 
be observed, that Clemens never cites it as Scripture, and that in 
the long extracts he makes from it there is nothing heterodox 
to be found ; nothing which might not be consistent with the 
theory, which is Dr. Grabe’s,* that it was: what some or other 
of St. Peter’s hearers had committed to writing after he was 
dead. Take the following as a specimen of the work, and say 
whether it falls short of the character I am imputing to it. 
The passage occurs in the sixth book of the Stromata. “And 
the companions of Christ, who preached the word as he did, 
lost their lives after him. Hence Peter in his Preaching, 
speaking of the Apostles, says, ‘But when we had read the 
books, which we possess, of the Prophets, and which now in 
parables, now in enigmas, now again authoritatively and lite- 
rally speak of Jesus Christ by name; we found his presence, 
and death, and cross, and all his other sufferings, which the 
Jews inflicted on him (described), and his resurrection, and 
ascension into heaven, before (the new) Jerusalem should be 
built,? even as it is written: ‘these things are all which he 
ought to have suffered, and what should be after him.’ We 
therefore, becoming acquainted with these things, believed in 
God, by reason of the things which were written concerning 
him.’ And presently, afterwards,” Clemens adds, “ Peter again 
infers that the prophecies were (written) by Divine foreknow- 
ledge, thus saying, ‘ For we know that God really appointed 
these things, and without the Scripture we say nothing.’” * 


1 Mia γὰρ ἧ πάντων γέγονε τῶν | καθαιρεθῆναι, vel tale aliquid, making 
᾿Αποστόλων ὥσπερ διδασκαλία, οὕτως | the words then refer to the earthly 
δὲ καὶ ἡ παράδοσις. --- Clem. Alex. | Jerusalem. 


Stromat. VII. § xvii. p. 900. 4 Kal οὐδὲν ἄτερ γραφῆς λέγομεν.--- 
3 Grabe, Spicileg. i. pp. 61, 62. Clem. Alex. Stromat. VI. § xv. pp. 804, 


8 Πρὸ τοῦ Ἱεροσόλυμα κτισθῆναι, | 805. 
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Is it then to be charged upon Clemens as an act of fraud 
and fallacy, or even of folly and weakness, that he made use 
of a work which expresses itself after this manner, when his 
subject happened to remind him of a passage in it that suited 
him, without cautioning his readers against its pretensions ; 
what it really was being most likely notorious all the while? 
Would it expose a man now to the charge of wilful deception, 
if in a treatise he should quote the Apocrypha without ex- 
pressly stating that the Apocrypha was not canonical ? 

The same reasoning will apply to his use of the “ Acts of 
Peter ;” if indeed it is to that document that a passage in the 
Stromata refers,' as Grabe supposes,’? though the title is not 
given by Clemens. At all events it is only quoted by him 
with a daci—“ they say that the blessed Peter, when he be- 
held his wife led to death, was pleased that she was sent for 
and conducted homewards, and addressed her with a cheering 
word of comfort and exhortation, calling her by name and 
saying, ‘Remember the Lord.’ ” 

With respect to Clemens’ citations of the writings of Hermas 
and of Barnabas, fictitious as they are according to Daillé, 
which is another article of impeachment that Daillé prefers 
against him on this occasion, we may observe, that supposing 
Clemens to have believed in the title of these writings to be 
considered the works of the authors whose names they bear, 
which seems to have been the case, still there is nothing in 
this to damage his character in any way. He erred, if he did 
er, in common with many others of the early Church ; in- 
deed it was nothing but a general feeling of that kind pre- 
valent in the Church that preserved them. In those times it 
must have been beyond measure difficult to decide the canon 
of Scripture peremptorily. All was to be done by the inspec- 
tion of manuscripts, which circulated in the several distant 
churches throughout the world, and a comparison of the local 
evidence possessed by these churches for fixing each manuscript 
upon the writer. There were then no Councils of the Church. 
Conference was no easy matter where the parties were very 
remote from one another and often watched with jealousy by 
the powers of the day, and had to conduct so many of their 
operations clandestinely, and under the constant experience or 


1 Stromat. VIT. § xi. p. 869. 3 Grabe, Spicileg. i. p. 79. 
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apprehension of persecution. There was no volume of the 
New Testament bound up as now, in ordinary use, and dis- 
persed by millions; but some manuscript books in the keep- 
ing of some Churches, and some in the keeping of others, as it 
might be. And the absolute necessity for such a volume was 
not at first so imperative, as it became shortly afterwards : 
for the appeal was not in those days so directly and invari- 
ably to Scripture as it now 1s. There was for a time a sub- 
stitute for it to some extent in the fresh: tradition, which as 
yet ran pure and unpolluted in every Apostolical Church—a 
tradition which the sound Churchmen were perpetually appeal- 
ing to (as we actually find to have been the case), and were 
compelled to appeal to in support of the truth against the 
heretics, who often denied the authority of the Scriptures 
which were objected to them, and were only to be refuted by 
the living voice of the Church, which had taught otherwise 
than they would have it, from the time of Christ and the 
Apostles to the time in question; against the heretics too, who 
often again adulterated Scripture, and could only have their 
iniquities exposed and refuted by producing the usage and 
language of the Church, ever since a Church there was. I 
say that under all these circumstances, a man must have had 
great perplexity in satisfying himself what was canonical 
Scripture, and what was not, particularly when (as I have al- 
ready observed) the latter was often only the truth alloyed, 
not the truth denied—alloyed in a more or less perceptible de- 
gree. And his perplexity would perhaps be greater, as to ex- 
cluding certain books, than as to admitting certain others, for 
the evidence in favour of the latter might have been at once 
overwhelming, whilst the evidence against the former might 
be supposed then to have come but partially to light, and it 
might have been imagined, that further intercourse among the 
churches would supply testimony which seemed at first lack- 
ing. Who shall wonder therefore that, for a time, a few docu- 
ments should have been amongst the doubtful—that the judg- 
ment of the Church should have been suspended with respect 
to them, waiting for further facts to transpire. It was so with 
respect to some Scriptures afterwards admitted into the Canon. 
It was so with respect to some (these works of Hermas and 
Barnabas among the number), afterwards excluded from it. 
Clemens was amongst those who, when he wrote, tbought them 
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authoritative, or at least written by the disciples to whom they 
were ascribed. Modern scholars as great as Daillé have done 
the same. Isaac Vossius and Hammond both defend the 
epistle of Barnabas. Usher and Bull both respect it; the 
latter of whom also repels the exceptions taken against the 
Shepherd of Hermas.' And perhaps a still greater name than 
any of them, Bishop Pearson, does the same.’ And possibly 
one reason why Daillé and those of his school attack the au- 
thority of these two works with such acrimony is (as Bishop 
Bull suggests of Blondel’s dealing with Hermas), the testimony 
one of them at least supplies against him on the subject of 
Episcopacy*; as the other also does on the subject of the 
freedom of the will‘; and that which both of them bear to 
the life-giving or regenerating power of Baptism.’ We may 
suspect this the rather, because though the same Clemens 
quotes on two occasions the epistle to the Corinthians of his 
name-sake of Rome, and ascribes it in terms just as express to 
the Apostolic Clemens,* and though at least as much might 
have been made by a perverse interpretation of the reference 
to the phoenix contained in that epistle,’ as is made by him of 
the reference to the Sibyl found in Clemens Alexandrinus ; yet 
inasmuch as the epistle of Clemens Romanus is not calculated 
to alarm so much any of Daillé’s prejudices or those of his 
persuasion, he suffers this peccadillo of his author to escape 
scot-free, and accounts it, apparently, no matter of charge, 
that Clemens should give his sanction to this primitive docu- 
ment. 

We may the more freely draw this inference, from the turn 
his argument now takes against another primitive author, who 
would, of all others, be the most natural object of his aver- 
sion, as being the most opposed to all his ecclesiastical notions, 
Ignatius.® His attack upon this Father is made with all the 
dexterity of a polemic. He endeavours to excite an evil im- 
pression of the genuineness of the Letters in the first instance, 

1 Def. Fid. Nic. sect. 1, ὁ. ii, §§ 2,8.) § “Quoniam vita vestra per aquam 

3 Vind. Ignat. Part 1. c. iv. salva facta est, et fiet."—Hermas, Vis. 

> “Ti sunt Apostoli et Episcopi et | iii. § 8. Μακάριοι of επὶ τὸν σταυρὸν 
Doctores et Ministri."—-Hermas, Vis. | ἐλπίσαντες, κατέβησαν εἰς τὸ ὕδωρ.--- 
iii. ες 5. Barnabas, § xi. 

4 Ὃ γὰρ ταῦτα ποιῶν, ἐν τῇ βασιλείᾳ ® Clem. Alex. Stromat. I. § vii. p. 
τοῦ Θεοῦ δοξασθήσεται" ὁ ἐκεῖνα éx- | 339; IV. § xvii. p. 609. 
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by devolving upon them the suspicion attached to all antiqnity 
whatever, which he had excited in the minds of his readers 
by an aecumulation of the examples it supplies (many of those 
which he names very far-fetched) of fiction or fraud. Having 
created, therefore, this prejudice against the Epistles of Igna- 
tius am lvmime, as he might against any ancient document 
whatever, and given them a bad name, he feels the way paved 
for the introduction of a specific objection, founded on the 
silence of the ancients with respect to them ; confessing indeed 
(for he will be candid), that it is possible for one or even 
many Fathers to be ignorant of a previous writer, or know- 
ing him, through inadvertence or design to make no mention 
of him; but still contending that, if a grave and learned au- 
thor was altogether silent respecting the writings of one who 
was prior to him in date, when there was good reason for his 
not being silent about them, when those writings were cele- 
brated either on account of the name of the writer or the 
subject of his argument, the probability is that no such writ- 
ings were then in existence. He then applies this reasoning 
to the case of Ignatius, and maintains, that had the Epistles 
of which Eusebius speaks been extant in the time of Irenzeus, 
he must have known of them ; and treating, as he did, of the 
Godhead of the Creator, and the verity of Christ the Son, he 
would have produced out of them evidence against the here- 
tics ; as he actually does make use of Clemens’ Epistle to the 
Corinthians, and Polycarp’s to the Philippians; whereas he 
never mentions these at all. Neither would these Epistles, if 
they had been genuine, have escaped the notice of Clemens 
Alexandrinus, who frequently quotes even apocryphal books, 
nor of Tertullian; neither of whom speaks of them.! ἢ 

But what if Irenseus does refer to them? What if the fol- 
lowing paragraph occurs in that Father—the original Greek of 
Irenzeus preserved, too, in Eusebius in this instance, which is 
important? ;—“ Even as one of our brethren said, when con- 
demned to the wild beasts, through the witness which he bare 
unto God, I am the corn of God, and I am ground by the 
‘teeth of wild beasts that I may be found pure bread—ctros 
εἶμε Θεοῦ καὶ Sv ὀδόντων θηρίων ἀλήθομαι, ἵνα καθαρὸς ἄρτον 


! Daillé, p. 58. Irenseus, V. 6. xxviii. § 4, 
? Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. iii. c. 36; 
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εὑρεθῶ. * And what if the, very same passage, word for 
word, is found in our present copies of Ignatius’ Epistle to the 
Romans,' showing that the “one of our brethren,” the tis 
τῶν ἡμετέρων, as the Greek runs, was Ignatius?) Oh! writes 
Daillé, I am aware of that passage; but it was introduced 
into the Epistle by the forger of it, to give it a colouring of 
truth. Ignatius is not named in it; and, moreover, it does 
not say, ut scripsit quidam de nostris, or ut in Epistola aliqua 
dixit, but simply, ut dixit. But how gratuitous is this! The . 
genuineness of the Epistles is denied because Irenzeus does not 
quote them. He does quote them, is the reply. Yes, is the 
rejoinder ; but as I insist that the Epistles are spurious, the 
quotation must have been made by the forger from Irenseus ; 
not by Irenzeus from the Epistles. Surely this is a begging 
of the question. With respect to the use of the expression, 
“said,” instead of “ wrote,” as though the former term implied 
that Irenzeus did not quote from any written document, but 
was merely recording a hearsay; that must be felt to be an 
objection which none would have raised but one who was 
greatly pressed for an argument ; for who does not know that 
the word “said” is as often used to introduce a citation from 
a book as the word “wrote,” or indeed much oftener? Nor 
is this all. Daillé is evidently not aware that any other re- 
ference to Ignatius can be supposed to exist in the writings of 
Trenzeus besides this one. And he may be well excused in 
the supposition ; for Bishop Pearson is under the same impres- 
sion. Bishop Bull, however, who gleans after Bishop Pearson, 
has produced another passage in Irenseus,* which he thinks 
looks to one in the Epistle of Ignatius to Polycarp. The para- 
graph in Irenseus runs thus: “that it was a strange doc- 
trine to the Gentiles that there was one God, and that his 
Word, naturally invisible, was made palpable and visible 
amongst men, and that he descended to death, even the death 
ef the Cross.”* The paragraph in Ignatius, which Bishop 
Bull considers to correspond to this, is, “Be more zealous than 
thou art ; study the times ; be in expectation of Him who is 
above time, not of time, invisible, yet visible to us, impalpable, 


' Tgnatius, Ad Romanos, § iv. in hominibus factum, et usque ad mor- 
2 Def. Fid. Nic. sect. 4, c. iii. § 6. tem descendisse, mortem autem crucis. 
8. Et hujus Verbum naturaliter qui- | —Ireneus, IV. ὁ. xxiv. § 2. 
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impassive, though a sufferer for us! Moreover the coinci- 
dence here, if one there is, is hot of the same kind as the 
other, or hable to the same objection (such as it is) which 
Daillé advances ; for Irenzeus does not here quote, but simply 
alludes, in the way a man might do, who, having read the 
Epistles, found a phrase in them cleaving to his memory, which 
he took the liberty of adopting, without considering it neces- 
sary to make any formal acknowledgment of having done so. 

But the nature of Irenseus’ book, which was against here- 
sies, pursues Daillé, would have caused him to find in Ignatius 
that which might have been turned to account; and therefore 
it is the more extraordinary that he should ‘not speak of those 
Epistles. The heresies, however, on which these Epistles 
touch, are very simple ; merely that which denied the Divinity, 
and that which denied the Humanity of Christ; whilst those 
with which Irenseus deals are most elaborate and complicated. 
Besides, why should it be more extraordinary that he should 
not dwell on Ignatius (for allude to him, we have seen, he 
does) than that he should not once even refer to Barnabas, to 
Quadratus, to Aristides, to Melito, and numbers more whose 
works might have been known to Irensus, or rather must 
have been known, for many of them were very famous in the 
Church, and some of them might have supplied him with 
matter quite as much to his purpose as Ignatius? 

But the case does not after all rest on any such narrow 
ground as one quotation or one allusion in Irenseus. Polycarp, 
in his Epistles to the Philippians, an authority rather earlier 
than Irenseus, speaks expressly of the Epistles of Ignatius as 
having been sent to him by Ignatius himself*; which is deci- 
sive against Daillé and his “said,” instead of “wrote ;” and 
proves that written Epistles there were for Irenzeus to read. 
Ard not only does Polycarp give a general description of their 
contents, but uses many phrases and peculiar forms of speech, 
which have a close relation to others found in the Epistles, 
and in our present copies of them. As, for instance, Polycarp 
in his Epistle speaks of Ignatius and his companions, as persons 
bound in bonds such as become saints (rots ἁγιοπρεπέσι δεσ- 
poés,) and are unto them diadems (arid ἐστι διαδήματα.) 5 


1 Τὸν ἀόρατον, τὸν δι ἡμᾶς crore * Polycarp, Ad Philipp. § xiii. 
τὸν ἀψηλάφητον, τὸν ἀπαθῆ, τὸν δι' δ. αἱ, 
ἡμᾶς παθητόν --- Αὰ Polycarpum, 8 iii. 
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Ignatius speaks of his being bound θεὸπρεπεστάτοις δεσμοῖς, 
of wearing bonds which are spiritual jewels (τοὺ πνευματικοὺ» 
papyapiras).* From whence it would seem that in these cases 
Polycarp was adopting, without any formal profession of it, 
the phraseology of Ignatius, of whom he was speaking. This 
is the kind of concurrence in expression which is to be detected 
on a comparison of their writings. Bishop Pearson will fur- 
nish you with other examples of it.* 

But Clemens Alexandrinus, continues Daillé, never quotes 
these Epistles, and he was in the habit of citing even apocry- 
phal books. What reasoning, however, is this! that because 
he quotes some books, it must be expected of him to quote all 
then in circulation ; and that it must be concluded those which 
he did not quote did not exist ! Undoubtedly Clemens, as I 
have said already, was one of those people that struggle with 
whole libraries ; and numerous are the authors which he quotes 
or mentions ; but there are very many whose works are known 
to have been then in being, whom he passes over in silence. 
He refers to the Epistle of Barnabas‘; to the Shepherd of 
Hermas*; to the Epistle of Clemens Romanus ® ; to Irenzeus, 
though not by name’; to Tatian®: but I do not believe he 
has a single allusion to Justin, to Athenagoras, to Theophilus, 
to Apollinarius, to Hegesippus, and to many more distinguished 
writers who had preceded him, whom it would be very easy 
to énumerate. 

Tertullian, again, gives no token of knowing him, continues 
Daillé, and Bishop Pearson acquiesces in this ; at least he brings 
no instance to the contrary. Yet there is a passage in Ter- 
tullian which very much resembles one in Ignatius. It is in 
the “De Carne Christi,” and is as follows :—Tertullian is 
speaking of the nature of Christ—‘“ Wherefore, the posses- 
sion of both the one substance and the other exhibited Him 
as Man and God: on the one hand, born; on the other, not 
born: on the one hand, carnal; on the other, spiritual ; on 
the one hand, weak ; on the other, exceedingly strong: on 
the one hand, dying ; on the other, alive.”® Now certainly 
the phraseology, as well as the antithesis, very much resembles 


1 Ignatius, Ad Smyrn. § xi, § I. αὶ xvii. p. 369. 
2 Ad Ephes. § xi. δ το § vii. p. 380. 
3 Vind. Ign. Part I. 6. v. T I. § xxii. p. 410. 


* Clem. Alex. Stromat. IT. § xx. pp.| & LIT. § xii. p. 547. 
489, 490. 9 Tertullian, De Carne Christi, c. ν᾿ 
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a passage in the Epistle of Ignatius to the Ephesians. “There 
is one Physician, bodily and spiritual ; created and not cre- 
ated ; God in the flesh ; a real life in death; both of Mary 
and of God ; at first capable of suffering, then incapable.” ! 
The resemblance I mean, is such as would be very naturally 
accounted for by the supposition, that Tertullian wrote the 
paragraph with a recollection on his mind of having read 
such a passage in Ignatius. 

And why should Daillé stop suddenly short at Tertullian ?? 
Why should he not go on to Origen, the next Father in order, 
and being also prior to Eusebius, just as important to produce 
as the others he had named? Can it be because Origen not 
only bears testimony, but bears direct and repeated testimony 
to the Epistles of Ignatius, not to the sayings in this case, 
but, I repeat, to the Epistles of Ignatius; quoting on two 
occasions passages now found in our copies? Surely the 
suppression of so material a witness, of whom he must have 
been. cognisant (because he happens to be against him), may 
be the proceeding of one who has determined to support a 
cause right or wrong, but cannot be that of one who is in 
the honest search of truth. ‘The first of these passages is in 
Origen’s Prologue to his Commentary on the Canticles, “ Fi- 
nally, we recollect that a certain one of the saints, Ignatius 
by name, said of Christ, ‘My love is crucified : nor do I 
think him deserving of reproof for this.” Accordingly, we 
find in the Epistle of Ignatius to the Romans the expression, 
“Ο ἐμὸν ἔρως ἐσταύρωται. It is true that his Commentary 
on the Canticles now only exists in the Latin ; and in a work 
of Daillé’s subsequent to this one on the use of the Fathers,* 
a work in which he investigates the question of the authority 
of the Epistles of Ignatius at length, and to which Bishop 
Pearson’s “ Vindicis Ignatian” was a reply,’ he examines 
the testimony of Origen (his subject in this instance foreing 
him to do so, and making suppression impossible), and denies 
that the Commentary on the Canticles was written by Origen, 
or was ever written in Greek at all. I cannot here stay ἰοὺ 
give you Bishop Pearson’s refutation of this gratuitous sup- 
position of Daillé’s; suffice it to say, that he produces in de- 


1 Ignatius, Ephes. § vii. pagite et Ignatii Antiocheni nominibus 
2 Daillé, p. circumferuntur libri duo. 4to. Geneve, 
8 i pnatiue. Ad Rom. § vi 1666. 


* De Seriptis que sub Dicayei Areo.| 5 Vind. Ign. Proom. 6. i. 
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tail the several characteristics of Origen’s style, which is 
quite peculiar, and shows that the Commentary bears all the 
marks of it—whilst the other part of the supposition, equally 
gratuitous, that the Commentary never was composed in Greek 
at all, receives a complete refutation from a fragment of the 
original Greek still preserved in the Philocalia,' and which 
perfectly corresponds to. a passage (freely rendered) in the 
second book of this disputed translation of the Commentary.” 
The other passage in Origen which bears testimony to the 
Epistles of Iguatius is in a homily on St. Luke. “I meet with 
an elegant expression in the Epistle of the same martyr,” (not 
in this instance again, “a saying,’’) “I mean Ignatius, Bishop 
of Antioch, second after Peter, and who suffered persecution 
by having to fight with wild beasts at Rome, ‘the virginity 
of Mary escaped the knowledge of the Prince of this. world.’ ” 
And accordingly the very sentence is found in the Epistle of 
Ignatius to the Ephesians, as we have it.’ But here, again, 
the passage of Origen, like the other, was only known to exist 
in the Latin; which again caused Daillé, in the treatise I 
before alluded to, and which was subsequent to this book of 
his, which we are now upon, to demur to its authority, as 
before. Bishop Pearson replies to the objection again in a 
manner perfectly satisfactory. But it has happened ex abun- 


- damti that since Bishop Pearson’s time the very passage in 


question was discovered as a fragment by Grabe in the Greek. 
and was communicated by him to the Benedictine editor of 
Origen’s works, where it now appears.* This argument to the 
confirmation of Bishop Pearson, and further confusion of 
Daillé, is noticed by Dr. Routh in his preface to the “ Reliquize 
Sacree,” ὃ 

The manner in which Daillé expresses himself in the part 
of the “De Usu Patrum,” which I am now examining, does 
not warrant us in supposing that he disputed our copies of 


’ A collection of questions and answerr 
made from different books of Origen by 


- 8S. Basil and Gregory, printed at the 


end of the Cambridge Ed. of Origen 
against Celsus. 

* Sed pro rebus aut materiis sub- 
jacentibus, (Sol) aut illuminat aliquid 
luce, aut infuscat et obdurat aliquid 
ardore. Secundum hee ergo fortassis 
et indurasse dicitur Deus cor Pharaonis, 
&c.—Origenis Comment. in Canticum 
Canticorum, vol. iii. p. 5), Bened. Ed. 


Πρόσχες δὲ καὶ τούτοις, ὅτι ὁ ἥλιος 
λευκὸς καὶ λαμπρὸς ὧν, δοκεῖ τὴν 
αἰτίαν ἔχειν τοῦ ανοῦν, οὐ παρ᾽ 
ἑδαντὸν, ἀλλὰ π τὸν, ὡς ἀποδε- 
δώκαμεν, μελανούμενον' οὕτω δὲ καὶ 
μή ποτε σκληρύνει Κύριος τὴν καρδίαν 
Φαραώ, x«.r.A.—Origenis Philocal. c. 
xxvii. 

3 Ignatius, Ad Ephes. 5. xix. 

4 Origen. Homil. vi. in Lucam. vol. 
iii. p. 938. 

δ Rel. Sacr. vol. i. pp. xxi. xxii, 
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these Epistles being the same which Eusebius at least saw.' 
Indeed, he admits in his subsequent work that they are the 
same,? as though Eusebius, a consideration which Bishop 
Pearson presses on him with very great force, was not com- 
petent to detect the imposture "—Eusebius, whose knowledge 
of Greek literature was most conspicuous, πολυμαθέστατοο 
ἵστωρ, as Sozomen calls him; the intimate friend of Pam- 
philus, who was the greatest collector of ecclesiastical authors 
of his time; the correspondent to whom Constantine applies 
for manuscript copies of the Scriptures, when he wanted them 
for his library at Constantinople ; the scholar who wore his 
life out amongst books and parchments; as though he was 
taken in by these forgeries, and it was reserved for Daillé to 
find them out. Accordingly, his argument spends itself in 
damaging their credit before the time of Eusebius, in showing 
that those with which Eusebius was conversant were spurious. 
There is no need, therefore, to enter into the proofs which the 
language of Eusebius affords, that his copies at any rate are 
ours *: to describe how he speaks of them at length, and in 
detail ; tells us where each of the Epistles was written (for 
they were written in more places than one) ; who were the 
Bishops at the time of the several Churches to which they 
are addressed ; quotes long passages from them : thus furnish- 
ing many data by which we can institute a comparison between 
the Epistles known to Eusebius and those in our own posses- 
sion—the result of which is, that they appear to be the same. 
There is no need, I say, on the present occasion to pursue this 
matter further. Enough has been said to show that Daillé 
deals out his denunciations of forgery with much too liberal 
a hand, and that the readers of bis book “De Vero Usu Pa- 
trum” need not lose all heart about the study of ecclesiastical 
antiquity because they find him representing it as so little to 
be trusted. Let them explore the question for themselves, by 
mastering for themselves the primitive documents which are 
of good repute, and I undertake to say that they will then 
rise from the perusal of Daillé very often, perhaps generally, 
with a feeling that he is a special pleader, and has a cause to 


make good. 
2 His words are, “ Quo exemplo non | feruntur.”—p. 58. 
minus valid? argumentamur supposi-} * Vind. Ign. I. ὁ. ii. 8 6. viii. ᾿ 


titias esse eas epistolas, que jam ab| ‘ Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. iii. o, 36. 
Eusebii seculo Ignatii nomine circum. 
FP 
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LECTURE IV. 


- Fourth argument of Daillé. Vagueness of it. The Fathers disposed of in the 


same way by Priestley. Paucity of MSS. Antiquity of some of the Versions. 
Improbability that the Fathers previous to Cyprian have been tampered with 
by the Romanists. J)iscussion of passages claimed as favourable to Romish 
views. The writings of Ireneus full of evidence against them. His appeal to 
tradition the same as that of the Church of England. The writings of Clemens 
, occasionally corrupt. Discussion of passages in them claimed by the Roman- 
ists. Germ of Romish errors discoverable in Clemens. The same remark true 
of Tertullian. But neither his writings nor those of Hippolytus in a condition 
satisfactory to a Romish interpolator. 


Pane has been hitherto chiefly contemplating entire 
spurious works as distinguished from such as are genu- 
ine; and has been expatiating upon the difficulty even in 
this case of discriminating the false from the true; but he 
has not yet done with this argument of forgery, and the plea it 
affords for damaging the credit of the Fathers. Accordingly 
he now proceeds to another branch of it, and contends that 
if it is difficult to decide even upon the genuineness of whole 
books (which was the consideration we were dealing with in 
the last Lecture), how much more, upon all the component 
parts of even unsuspected books, what has been interpolated, 
and what expunged in them'; yet, until this has been done, 
the real sentiments of the author can never be attained ; not 
. to speak of the errors of transcribers in the copies that have 
been made during ten or a dozen centuries, and the depreda- 
tions on the manuscripts occasioned by moths, worms, decay. 

I notice all this, for the same reason I before noticed his 
array of fictitious works (works which everybody allows to be 
fictitious), simply in order to show the animus of the man, 
and the determinate exaggeration with which he states his case 
against the Fathers. For who does not see that most or all 
of these objections bear, if not with equal strength yet cer- 
tainly with great strength, against the genuineness of all an- 


1 Daillé, pp. 59, 60. 
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cient books whatever, even of the Scriptures themselves, and 
reduce one to principles of universal scepticism ? Nothing is 
more easy than to throw out a charge that a book is interpo- 
lated, when the subject-matter of it does not happen to suit 
our taste; and in the case of an ancient book, nothing is 
more difficult than to disprove the objection by any distinct 
evidence. The expedient may serve the turn of Daillé, in 
order to dispose of testimony on the Romish question, which 
he might fancy was inconvenient, and those who think with 
him might feel inclined to favour his temerity ; but the same 
expedient might serve the turn of a Priestley equally well, | 
and was in fact employed’ by him to extinguish evidence 
which the same quarter supplies on the Socinian question and 
the Divinity of the Son, so that it is a dangerous edge-tool 
to use. “We find nothing like Divinity ascribed to Christ 
before Justin Martyr,” says Dr. Priestley.'——But the Epistle of 
Barnabas is against you ?—-Yes, but the text and translation 
of that Epistle are interpolated. And the Epistle of Cle- 
mens Romanus? But the manuscript of Clemens is faulty. 
And the Epistles of Ignatius? But the numerous passages 
in which the Divinity of Christ is clearly confessed in those 
Epistles are foisted in, every one of them. “ Having by this 
compendious process,’ says Mr. Wilson in his “ Illustration 
of the method of explaining the New Testament by the early 
opinions of Jews and Christians concerning Christ,”* “ re- 
duced the Apostolical Fathers to his own theologtval standard, 
he next actually reckons on their silence, a silence of his own 
creation, in favour of his own opinions; and confidently 
affirms that ‘we find nothing like Divinity ascribed to Jesus 
Christ before the time of Justin Martyr.’” “The most 
extraordinary method,” adds Mr. Wilson, “of conducting an 
historical inquiry that ever was adopted.” The remarks of 
Daillé, however, ultimately settle on the question, not of acci- 
dental, but of fraudulent interpolation or mutilation of eccle- 
siastical authors.’ ) 

The manuscripts of the early Fathers are in general few in 
number,‘ so that we cannot find any strong argument against 


1 History of the Corruptions of Chris-| ὃ Daillé, pp. 68. 65, et seq. 
tianity, vol. i. p. $2. 4 I perceive almost all the editors 
2 Wilson, pp. 282, 288. Cambridge. | complain of this. 
1838. In summa qué laborant Patres Apos- 
> Ρ 2 
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those who throw out charges of interpolation or mutilation from 
the universal consent of a multitude of manuscripts; but then 
we have, in several instances, the check of early translations of 
these Fathers. We have nearly the whole of Barnabas both 
in the Greek and Latin—the Latin barbarous enough, no doubt, 
and occasionally defective, but early; at least before the year 
900, when the corruptionists, according to Daillé, had scarcely 
begun their work.' We have the Shepherd of Hermas in a 
Latin version only ; but that version most ancient, probably 
the one through which the work itself was known to the 
Latin writers of the Primitive Church’; and we have very 
many passages of the original Greek text preserved in other 
authors as fragments, by which the fidelity of the old transla- 
tion may in general be tested. We have again a very ancient 
version of the Epistles of Ignatius, the history of which, indeed, 
very remarkably illustrates the argument I am now using, and 


‘PAUCITY OF MANUSCRIPTS. ὁ (Sears I. 


tolici Codicum manu scriptorum penu- 
ria, utpote quorum non nisi singulis 
Clementis et Ignatii uti liceat, &c.— 
Jacobson, Patres Apostol. Monitum, p. 
vi. 

Nolite vero oblivisci codicum manu 
scriptoram usu destitutum me id tan- 
tum egisse, ut, &c.—Hefele, Patres 
Apostol. Preef. p. 1 
. Valde est dolendum quod pauci tan- 
tum supersunt jp bibliothecis codices 
operum Justinianorum manu scripti.— 
Otto, Justin. Martyr. Prolegom. p. xxxi. 
And again—Interdum-vero destitutus 
codicum manu scriptorum auxilio—hoc 
maxime accidit in Apologiis et in Dia- 
logo, quorum, quod sane dolendum, 
non extant nisi duo codices scripti 
iique recentiores ac sibimetipsis con- 
simillimi, &c.—Hefele, Patres Apostol. 
Preef. pp. xviii. xlix. 

' It should appear from Archbishop 
Potter's address to the Reader that he 
had met with few MSS. of Clemens 
Alexandrinus. Many scripta, quecun- 
que reperire potui, exemplaria diligenter 
perlegi. And these consisted of a MS. 
of the Cohortatio and of the two last 
books of the Pedagogue in New Col- 
lege Library, a MS. of the three books 
of the Peedagogue in the Bodleian, and 
another, almost the same, in the King’s 
Library. Scriptum Stromatum exem- 


plar nullum oculis meis perlustrare 
hactenus licuit. But Bernard Mont- 
faucon had sent him a list of various 
readings, non solum ex Ottoboniano, 
qui eorum prolixiora quedam Frag- 
menta, sed ex Parisiensi etiam codice, 
qui integrum Stromatum opus com- 
plectitur. 

The MSS. used in Priorius’ edition 
of Tertullian, which has for its basis 
that of Rigaltius, are the Codices 
Claudii Puteani et Petri Pithei, and 
the Fuldensian, the Codex Agobardi, 
the Codex Fulvii Ursini, the Codex 
Divionensis. But these appear to have 
been the MSS. of parts of Tertullian, 
not of his entire works. 

The MSS. of Ireneus seem to be 
more numerous for the Latin version 
than for the Greek text: Non minor 
in recognoscenda eA parte Greeci textis, 
ques extat, cura fuit adhibita, quamvis 
deficientibus MSS., minori successu.— 
Pref. ad Edit. Benedict. p. viii. 

The MSS. of Cyprian are numerous. 
Baluzius who furnished the text chiefly 
or altogether of the Benedictine edition, 
preter codices MSS. qui Pamelio, Ri- 
galtio et Anglis usui fuerant, alios cir- 
citer triginta in subsidium sibi adhibuit. 
— Pref. ad Edit. Benedict. p. iv. 

1 Preface to Russel’s Ed. p. viii. 

2 Russel, p. 126. Cotelerius’ Opimion. 
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shows by example the singular value of these early translations 
in preserving the original text entire. For this version hav- 
ing been discovered before any copy of the Greek text of the 
shorter Epistles of Ignatius had come to light, on being com- 
pared with the Greek text of the Interpolated Epistles, which 
was already known, served to detect the interpolations, and 
enabled Usher, in a new edition, to weed them all out, and 
expose them by printing them in red ink. . His corrections, 
thus obtained, were confirmed by the discovery of the Greek 
text of the shorter Epistles soon afterwards at Florence. We 
may, however, observe in passing, that these interpolations bear 
no mark of having been made for the purpose of upholding any 
Romish articles of faith or practice ; nor is it easy to find that 
any principle of any kind guided their contrivers in the fabri- 
cation of them. 

Of Justin Martyr we have no early Latin translation to 
refer to; but Justin bears no marks of having been tampered 
with by the Romanists. There is only one passage in his 
works which could be even suspected of having been submitted 
to their manipulation'—a passage which has certainly been 
produced by Romanists as favouring the worship of angels, but 
it has no appearance whatever of interpolation—the argument 
is consecutive and unbroken—and if in reply to heathens who 
charged the Christians with atheism, Justin, in his zea] to show 
that they were no atheists, should say, not only that they 
worshipped God the Father, God the Son, and the Holy Ghost, 
but also ex abwndanti should touch upon their belief in angels, 
what wonder? But if the Romanists had introduced the 
paragraph respecting the angels in order to cover their practice 
of worshipping them, would they not have so worded it, as to 
make the meaning they intended to impart to it, clear? 
Whereas, the fact is, that many scholars, as Grabe, Cave, and 
Le Nourry, though a Benedictine, consider the passage to admit 
of a translation perfectly consistent with the Protestant doc- 
trine, punctuation having much to do with it?; and Bishop 
Bull, who discusses it at great length,’ so far from contending 
that it is corrupt, rests his interpretation mainly on its relation 
to the context, which the Romanists, he considers, had not 

1 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 6. Bishop Kaye's, in p. 53 of his Justin 
5 See the note in Chevallier’s trans- | Martyr. 
lation of the Apology, p. 178, διὰ # Def. Fid. Nic, sect..2, 6. iv. § 8. 
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taken sufficiently into their consideration ; a line of argument, 
as it will be at once perceived, utterly opposed to any notion 
of interpolation. Moreover, if the Romanists adulterated this 
passage, how came they to leave untouched another in Justin, 
occurring in the same Apology, and within a few pages of the 
first,’ the parallel to it and comment upon it, a passage which 
clearly limits the objects of Christian worship to the three 
Persons of the Trinity? Or how happened they to permit 
another passage to stand in the “ Legatio pro Christianis” of 
Athenagoras, which is almost the counterpart of this of Justin 
—the same objection encountered, the same answer supplied, 
the three Persons of the Trinity still the objects of the Chris- 
tian worship, and the Christian belief asserted besides (just in 
the manner it is done by Justin according to the Protestant 
and Bishop Bull’s rendering), in the existence of angels ?* 
How did this passage escape their mischievous pains, especially 
as Justin’s genuine, as well as reputed works, are usually found, 
more or fewer of them, comprised in the same manuscript as 
the work of Athenagoras?* On the other hand, if the Ro- 
manist was busy with Justin’s writings, how came he to leave 
in them passages to his own confusion? Thus in opposition to 
any doctrine of Transubstantiation, he speaks of the elements 
in the Eucharist as food Uiquid and solid ‘—as memorials of 
Christ’s Body and Blood °—as oblations (if oblations) of fruits 
of the earth.* In opposition to the Communion in one kind 
only, he expressly asserts that both the bread and the wine 
were administered to all present.’ In opposition to a Service 
of the Church in an unknown tongue, he bears clear testimony 


to that of the Primitive Church being in a tongue understood 


of all—* We all rise up together, and offer up our prayers in 
common.”*® In opposition to the doctrine of Purgatory, he 
represents it as a saying of Jesus, “In whatsoever state I shall 
find you, in that shall I judge you;” ὁ. 6. find you at the day 
of death ; as the context plainly proves.? And in another 
place, when declaring the freedom of the will, by which all 
creatures, who enjoy it, are rendered responsible, he says, “We 


1 Justin Martyr, Apolog. I. § 18. 5 ς ὃ 70. 
2 Athenagoras, Legatio pro Chris-| 9 § 4]. 

tianis, § 10. Ἷ ΑΡοΐορ. L. ς 65. . 
8. See Otto, Prolegom. Ὁ, xxxi. εἰ seg. | ὅ § 6 

De Justini codicibus manu scriptis. ᾿ Dielog. 8 47. 


4 Justin Martyr, Dialog. § 117. 
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men (and the same is true of angels) shall be self-condemned, 
if we transgress, unless we forestall our condemnatjon by repen- 
tance in time ;”' as though the work of penitence was to be 
finished here. And in opposition to vows of celibacy, clerical, 
conventual or monastic, occurs a paragraph scarcely consistent 
with the exaction or recognition of such vows at that time : 
“There are many, both men and women, sixty and seventy ἡ 
years of age, who, having been Christians from their childhood 
(an incidental argument, by the by, for Infant Baptism), still 
continue undefiled.”* The term “many,” could hardly have 
been used, had the fact been that whole classes of persons had 
been living all their days in celibacy by the very condition of 
their calling. 
_ The passages in Irenzeus, to which any such suspicions as 
these, which Daillé is starting, would be most likely to attach, 
are very few—one which the Romanists certainly claim as 
favouring the pretensions of the supremacy of the Church of 
Rome, and one or two others which they claim also as favour- 
ing the adoration of the Virgin.* The first is the well-known 
phrase, “ad hanc enim ecclesiam propter potiorem principali- 
tatem necesse est omnem convenire ecclesiam.”* But I ex- 
plained in ample detail in my second Lecture, that no such 
doctrine as that of the supremacy of the Church of Rome, as 
asserted in modern times, is conveyed in this phrase ; the drift 
of the argument being against it, and other passages’ of Irenseus 
inconsistent with it. I shall not, therefore, repeat what I then 
said, but content myself with remarking, that Romish interpo- 
lators must have been very ill fitted for the task they had 
imposed on themselves, if they did their work in such a manner 
as to leave the paragraph they had to deal with, after all, not 
only capable of receiving an interpretation against them, but 
naturally disposed to receive it; and moreover allowed other 
passages in the same author to remain unerased and unmo- 
dified, which are not to be reconciled with the doctrine they 
were attempting to fasten on Irenzeus in one instance ; not to 
say that anybody accustomed to the style of that most ancient, 
but most bald and barbarous translation, in which the writings 
of Irenzeus for the most part survive, as they do m the case 


1 "Edy μὴ φθάσαντες μεταθώμεθα.---- | * See Pref. to Benedict. Ed. of Ire- 
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before us, would not see any intrusive patch here, anything 
which is not of a piece with the rest. Monkish Latin was, no 
doubt, often bad Latin enough ; but you want here not only bad 
Latin, but bad Latin of a very peculiar character; antiquated, 
and at the same time hobbling under the constraint of a 
close translation of an author not easy to be translated even 
with latitude, and made by one whose vocabulary appears to 
be very limited and unequal to the business before him. The 
principal one of the passages to which I alluded is as follows, 
— it is a parallel between the Virgin Eve and the Virgin Mary. 
“For 85 she (Eve) was seduced by the discourse of the angel 
to fly from God, and disobey his word, so the latter (Mary) 
was instructed by the discourse of the angel to bear (portaret) 
. God, and be obedient to his word. And if the one was dis- 
obedient to God, the other was induced to obey God, that the 
Virgin Mary might become the advocate of the Virgin Eve. 
And as the human race was delivered up to death by a virgin, 
by a virgin it is saved, the scales being even, a virgin’s diso- 
bedience and the obedience of a virgin.”’ Irenseus is here 
engaged in refuting certain heretics, who maintained that the 
God who created the world and gave the law, was not the same 
as the Supreme God who gave the Gospel. He therefore shows 
that their identity is evident from the constant connection 
which is maintained between the Old Testament and the New, 
and the close relation which the one bears to the other. Thus, 
as sin was brought into the world by the disobedience of a 
virgin (Eve), according to the Old Testament—Eve being sup- 
posed a virgin when she ate of the tree—so according to the 
New Testament was it abated to the world by the obedience of 
@ virgin (Mary) who was made to bear God incarnate in her 
womb, and by so doing became the advocate of Eve, not that 
She was herself the intercessor of Eve in heaven, but simply 
that by having given birth to the Saviour, she became the re- 
pairer of all the damage that Eve had done to herself and to 
mankind. Another passage, which is nearly to the same effect, 
occurs in Bk. III. c, xxi. § 4 ; and if rightly interpreted, con- 

' Et si ea inobedierat Deo; sed hse | lis inobedientia per virginalem obedien- 
suasa est obedire Deo, uti virginis Eve | tiam. (I take the reading as given in 
virgo Maria fieret advocata. Et quem- | the Benedictine edition, the varia lec- 


admodum adstrictum est morti genus | tiones not affecting the argument.)— 
humanum per virginem, salvatur per | Ireneus, V. co. xx. § 1. 
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veys the same meaning; viz. that the Virgin Mary was the 
remote cause of the salvation of the human race, herself amongst 
the number, by having given birth to the Saviour. And the 
same meaning is to be assigned to a third paragraph of a 
similar description, which, however, the Romanists do not claim 
for the Virgin, thinking the term virgo, in this instance, ap- 
plies to the Church, as it possibly does.!| Whilst on the other 
hand, Irenzous, on another occasion, shows himself so far from 
an idolater of the Virgin, that he makes an incident in her 
history not flattering to herself, expressly tributary to his argu- 
ment, and treats it in a manner rather calculated to depress 
than to exalt unduly her character and name. For when urging 
against the Gnostics, who separated Jesus from Christ, the 
identity of the two as manifested by the precision with which 
Jesus Christ executed at the proper time and opportunity the 
will of the Father, a precision which*could not have had 
effect if there had been a division in his Person, Irenseus illus- 
trates as follows :—‘“ For nothing is done by him out of order 
and season, even as nothing is done impertinently by the Fa- 
ther. For all things are foreknown by the Father, and are 
wrought out by the Son, as time and circumstance suit. Ac- 
cordingly, when Mary was making too much haste towards 
the wonderful miracle of the wine, and was desirous to partake 
of the cup created on the instant (compendii poculo”) before 
the time, the Lord checked her unseasonable hurry, and said, 
‘What is that to me and to thee? mine hour is not yet 
come.’’’> What I mean to observe is, that had Irenseus been 
impressed with those feelings for the Virgin which have pre- 
vailed and still do prevail in the Church of Rome, he would 
not have gone out of bis way to choose this scene in her life 
for the exemplification of his argument, when so many other 
particulars recorded of our Lord would have served his turn 
equally well, or having done so, he would not have volunteered 
a description of it in terms of some aggravation. 

Besides, had the Romanists meddled to any extent with the 
writings of Irenzeus, would they have left them, after all, full of 
evidence against themselves? for so they are. I have already 
produced a passage from them entirely inconsistent with the 
doctrine of Transubstantiation*.; others, with the use of the 
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secret Confessional'; another with that of images in the Ser- 
vice of the Church? I may now add, that jealous as the 
Romanist has been and is of the free circulation of the Scrip- 
tures, had he been modelling Irenseus to his taste, he would 


‘not have overlooked in him the following paragraph, “ Of 


every tree of the garden ye shall eat, saith the Spirit of God, 
a. 6. feed on every Scripture of the Lord’s.”* Or, scandalized 
as the ecclesiastical power of Rome was, even in early times, 
by the title of Antichrist given to it by its enemies, he would 
scarcely have allowed the conjecture with respect to the name 
of this mysterious agent to stand unmolested in the text of 
Trenzeus ; I mean that which intimated that it might be 
Aarteivos, a name that answered to the number 666, and 
was that of the last of the Prophetical kingdoms, the kingdom 
then subsisting *; liable as such a conjecture evidently was to 
be made use of against the Church. Would the same party, 
being an interpolator as well as amputator of this author, have 
suffered Irenzeus to touch repeatedly, as he does, on the inter- 
mediate state between death and judgment, the receptacle and 
the condition of departed spirits, without the remotest hint 
offered of a purgatory? It might have happened, no doubt, 
that the absence of all allusion to a purgatory would have 
furnished no ground for the argument I am maintaining ; 
there might have been no call or opportunity for making it, 
but when his subject most naturally, and almost necessarily, 
led him to speak of the doctrine, had he entertained it, his 
silence becomes expressive, and we cannot but believe that the 
interpolator, had there been one, would have taken care to 
break it. Again, would he have permitted any passage to 
stand, which might testify that the Holy Communion was ad- 
ministered in both kinds in the days of Irenzeus, whilst his 
own Church administered it only in one kind? And yet we 
find Marcus, the heretic, represented as exciting in all present 
an eager desire to taste the cup ; his own administration being, 
no doubt, a caricature of that of the Church, and reflecting its 
several features.° Would he have left untouched a paragraph 


1 Treneus, I. 6. xiii. §§ 5. 7. num hoc habet vocabulum. Latini 

2 ἢ, xxv. § 6. enim sunt qui nunc regnant—V. ὁ. 

3 V.c. xx. § 2. xxx. § 3. 
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which speaks of a certain Deacon of the brethren in Asia hav- 
ing his wife seduced’: and another, which numbers among the 
tenets of the heretical "Ey«pareis, or Continents, the prohibition 
of marriage” ; his own Church all the while showing itself ini- 
mical to the marriage of ecclesiastics, and in general the un- 
scrupulous abettor of vows of celibacy? Would he have found 
no cause in the practice of his own Church with respect to the 
invocation of angels and saints for suppressing or altering the 
text of Irenzus in many places in relation to this subject ? 
Would the following passage have been left alone? “Neither 
does the Church do anything by the invocation of angels, nor 
by incantations, nor by any other evil and curious art; but 
directing her prayers to the Lord who made all things, chastely, 
purely, openly; and invoking the name of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, she performs her great acts for the benefit, not the se- 
duction of mankind.”* Or this other? “The Father had no 
need of angels to make the world, and to fashion man for whom 
the world was made. Neither, again, had he any need of 
their services for the formation and arrangement of the things 

ingto man. For he had an ample and unutterable min- 
istration (in himself). For his own Progeny, his Word and 
Similitude, the Son and the Holy Ghost, the Word and Wis- 
dom, whom all angels serve and are subject unto, are his 
ministers.”* For though, possibly, the Church of Rome might 
subscribe to the literal terms of this paragraph, yet the spirit 
of it is adverse to the very prominent position she assigns to 
angels in her system: as are other paragraphs in Irengeus, 
which ascribe whatever knowledge the angels and even arch- 
angels possess of the Father to the disclosure of it made to 
them by the Son,’ from whom all such knowledge is entirely 
derived. Whilst with respect to saints, would he not at any 
rate have introduced the term itself more frequently into his 
author? For so far from any indication of the worship of 
saints transpiring in Irenzus, it is remarkable how very 
sparing he is even in the designation. In quoting even the 
Apostles, for instance, (an observation which may be extended 
to the early Fathers in general,) his manner is almost always, 
“ Paulus ait,”’ or “ Petrus ait,” or occasionally “ Paulus Apos- 
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tolus,” once ὁ μακάριος Παῦλος, ' but even this a singular 
expression for Irenseus, and one that attracts our attention as 
being such ; and though he does make use of the epithet some- 
times, and in connection with the Apostles, it is for the most 
part in a general way, οὗ μακάριοι ἀπόστολοι,Ἶ and very rarely 
as a prefix to the name of an individual. 

Again on the question of tradition; it is not a phrase or 
two in Irenseus, that rises up to censure the Romanist, but a 
considerable portion of his work. Several of the early chap- 
ters of his third book are employed in discussing it, his con- 
troversy with the heretics bringing the limits, use, and abuse 
of it under examination ; and so little favourable is the whole 
tenour of his argument to Romish views, that it is impossible 
to believe a Romish interpolator could have suffered it to stand 
as it does. Irenzeus first speaks of the Apostles preaching the 
Gospel by word of mouth; but as this manner of publishing - 
it would come to an end with their lives, he says they further 
committed it to writing. Matthew, γραφὴν ἐξήνεγκεν εὐαγ- 
γελίου. Mark, τὰ... . κηρυσσόμενα. : . ἐγγράφω- ἡμῖν πα- 
ραδέδωκε. Luke, τὸ ὑπ᾽ ἐκείνου κηρυσσόμενον εὐαγγέλιον ἐν 
βιβλίῳ κατέθετο. John, ἐξέδωκε τὸ εὐαγγέλιον. And these 
permanent documents, he tells us, were to be thenceforward 
the pillar and ground of our faith.* In case, therefore, of a 
debate arising as to what the faith or the truth was, Scripture 
is thus represented as the authority to appeal to. But the 
heretics, against whom Irenzeus was contending, disputed that 
authority ; alleged that Scripture sometimes contradicted it- 
self, and that truth could not be come at, unless tradition were 
resorted to.’ Irenseus describes the Church as not shrinking 
from this reference to tradition, but on the contrary as accept- 
ing the challenge, only demanding that the tradition be genuine. 
For the abuses to which tradition is liable, he exposes in ano~ 
ther place. ‘“The tradition of the elders,’ says he, “ which 
they pretended to keep in accordance with the Law, was really 


1 Treneus, V. ¢. ii. § 3. mentum et columnam fidei nostra 
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‘eontrary to the law as given by Moses. And therefore Isaiah 
exclaims, ‘Caupones tui miscent vinum aqua,’' ἡ. 6. your elders 
mix the water of tradition with the pure Word of God, adul- 
terating the Law and resisting it, as the Lord made manifest, 
saying to them, ‘ Why do ye transgress the commandment of 
God for the sake of your tradition?’ And not only did they 
make the Law of God of none effect by their prevarication, 
mingling water with wine, but they established their own law 
instead, which is still called the Pharisaical, By which they 
take something from the Law ; something they add to it ; and 
something of it they interpret after a fashion of their own.”? 
Thus alive to the value of tradition, but aware of the defects 
which attach to it, Irenseus represents the Church as respecting 
it, but first demanding a scrutiny into its character. Now the 
tradition to which the heretics appealed, was a secret tradition 
delivered by the Apostles per vivam vocem (as they pretended) 
to a favoured few, the τέλειοι; of which tradition they were 
themselves in exclusive possession; and this tradition, it is 
needless to add, coincided with their heretical opinions. On 
the other hand, Irenseus describes the Church as rejecting this 
tradition, not because it was tradition, but because it was tra- 
dition that had no marks of being genuine.* He, with the 
Church, maintained that the Apostles were not likely to ex- 
ercise any reserve towards their own successors at least in the 
Churches, men of their own choice, selected to be governors 
of the Churches in their own stead; that they would surely: 
‘have imparted to them not only the truth, but the whole 
truth: that accordingly in investigating tradition, the tradi- 
tion of the Churches of which the Apostles had been them- 
selves the founders should be preferred ; its correct transmis- 
sion should be guaranteed by the succession of its keepers 
being thoroughly known, and capable of being traced, one 
after another, to the time being; that such correctness would 
be rendered further satisfactory, if it could be shown that the 
descents through which it had passed were few, as could be 
done, for instance, in the Church of Ephesus, where John died 
at a very advanced age, so as to render the interval between 
his death, and Irenseus’ writing, inconsiderable ; or, as could 
be done in the Church of Smyrna, where Polycarp,. who was 

1 Isaiah i. 22, Sacr. vol. i. p. 8; and Eusebius’ quota- 
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John’s disciple, lived to such a period, that Irenzeus himself 
could actually remember him and the words he used; and 


though in the case of the Church of Rome, the series of 


Bishops between Peter and Paul, and the time of Irenseus, 
was longer, yet it was thoroughly well known, not a link of it 
wanting, whilst the conspicuous position and character of that 
Church, situated in the metropolis of the civilized world, the 
great central exchange, as it were, to which the traditions of 
all other Churches would be likely to converge, and be there 
compared, were eminently calculated to give certainty and 
consistency to the tradition which obtained in it. To these 
three Churches, therefore, Irenseus chooses to refer when in 
search of sound tradition ; and thus does he fence his tradi- 
tion about by various safeguards, by examining mto its locality, 
whether Apostolical ; into its transmission, whether, through 
few descents, and those well ascertained ; into its uniformity, 
whether identical in divers and distant Churches. To such 
tradition as this he will appeal as fearlessly as to Scripture 
against the heretics; and accordingly he does appeal to it on 
the questions at issue between the Gnostics and the Church, 
very cardinal questions of faith and doctrine, no doubt, as he 
would also have done on any other questions, had any others 
been at issue, however inferior in importance to these ; for he 
expressly says, that “even if the dispute were concerning any 
small matter, recourse must be had to the oldest Churches.”! 
Now from all this it seems to me that the Romanists occupy 
the ground taken up by the early heretics on the subject of 
tradition, as the Church of England, for I leave the defence 
of the foreign Protestant Churches to Daillé, occupies that 
taken up by the Primitive Church ; and that it would be im- 
possible for a Romish interpolator to be satisfied with the 


' general tenour of the reasoning and of the éestimony of Ire- 


nous, or with the position in which it placed his own Church. 
For let us very briefly recapitulate. The heretics did not re- 
nounce the authority of the Scriptures, but contended that 
they did not yield out the truth to such as were ignorant of 
tradition ; and accordingly to tradition they appealed. The 
Romanists say and do the same. The early Church did not 
object to the heretics’ appeal to tradition, but only required 
that it should be genuine, testing its genuineness by starting 


1 Et si de aliquA modicé questione 
disceptatio easet, oporteret in antiquis- 
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it from Apostolical sources ; by tracing it through the steps of 
its descent, where the steps were few in number; and by 
comparing it in several independent Churches. Neither does 
the Church of England reject the Romanist’s appeal to tradi- 
tion, but adopts the principle herself; only she must have it 
free from all suspicion of being spurious ; and accordingly she 
looks for it in the age nearest the Apostles; she has respect 
unto it only or chiefly for a few generations after the Apostles, 
and as manifested in the primitive Fathers, not in those of 
later date and corrupted times, her watchword being every- 
where in the Homilies and elsewhere, “Scripture and the Pri- 
mitive Church ;” and she further is careful to gather it from 
the consent of those Fathers, as independent witnesses in 
several unconnected Churches. To the tradition per vivam 
vocem, of which the heretics represented themselves as the 
exclusive possessors, the Church of Irenzeus demurred, as not 
standing the tests by which the Church tried tradition. To 
the tradition per vivam vocem, of which the Romanists regard 
themselves as the keepers, the Church of England objects, and 
upon the same grounds. It may be added, as a general re- 
mark, and without reference to the controversy between the 
Churches of England and Rome merely, that the subject on 
which tradition was called in to judge between the parties, in 
the case before us, was doctrines ; and the shape, in which it 
showed itself as the witness of those doctrines, was in a creed." 
The Church of England uses it still for the same purpose, and 
under the same form, viz. for the purpose of defining doctrines, 
and under the form of creeds. But it appears from one pass- 
age we have had before us from Irenzeus, that tradition would 
have been called in by the early Church quite as readily, and 
with quite as much propriety, had circumstances required it, 
in lesser matters; such, we may presume, as in the cases of 
discipline, rite, or ceremony ; and the Church of England does 
accordingly avail itself of tradition in this province also, agree- 
ably to such precedent. On the whole, it is surely not to be 
expected that a Romish manufacturer of Irenseus would have 
been satisfied to present his article in a condition so accept- 
able to the Reformer, at least the English Reformer, and so far 
otherwise to the Church for which he was preparing it. 


1 Jreneeus, ITI. 6. iv. § 2. 
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With respect to Clemens Alexandrinus, I think no one 
could read him attentively and suppose that his text bad been 
unfairly meddled with by the Romanists at least. It is pro- 
bably often corrupt ; and this corruption no doubt adds greatly 
to the natural obscurity and mysticism of the writer; but 
what is there in all his works even as they now stand, which 
would seem to betray the hand of the Romanist? There are 


.some four places, I think, not more, which might be supposed 


to hint at a purifying discipline to which the soul must be 
subjected, if not before death, after it; but they are so far 
from explicit, that one is scarcely sure of their meaning. For 
instance, “the faithful man, even if he should escape from the 
flesh (κἄν ἐξέλθη τὴν σάρκα), must put away his passions in 
order to be able to proceed to his own abiding place.”' Again, 
“the Gnostic withdrawn from such matters by the hope that 
is in him, does not taste of the good things of this world ; 
despising all things here ; pitying those who have to be dis- 
ciplined after death, and brought to confession against their 
will through punishment inflicted on them.”* Again, after 
disparaging the offerings made to the gods, of which the poets 
speak, offerings of fleshless bones, and burnt gall (χολῆς πυρου- 
μένη9), which our days would reject, and which were sup- 
posed to conciliate favour for the parties, even though they 
were pirates or thieves, he proceeds, “but we say that fire 
sanctifies not the flesh, but the sinful soul—fire that is, not 
which is mechanical and consumes, but which is discriminating 
(φρόνιμον,) and pervades the soul, which passes through 10. Ὁ 
However, in another place, it may be remarked, Clemens 
speaks of knowledge (γνῶσις) nearly in the same terms, as he 
speaks of this πῦρ φρόνιμον ; which I mention as indicating 
the mystical nature of this purgation or discipline, whatever 
it was. “Knowledge, therefore, is quick to purify, and quali- 
fied to work the change for the better, wherefore it easily trans- 
lates the man to the divine and holy principle, which is con- 
genial to the soul: and by a certain peculiar light passes him 
through the stages of initiation, until it sets him upon the 
crowning point of his rest, pure in heart ; and teaches him to 
behold God with understanding and comprehension face to face. 
For this is the perfection of a Gnostic soul, that having made 
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its-way through purification and ministration, it should be 
with the Lord, and so be proximately subject to him.”’ It 
is possible, nay probable, from the general principle, which 
rules the writings of Clemens, viz. a disposition to commu- 
nicate, as far as may be, to the heathens the Gospel through the 
medium of heathen philosophy, that one of the popular no- 
tions of that philosophy suggested to Clemens the idea here 
in question. But there is no reason to suppose for a moment 
that any Romish interpolator had been tampering with his 
text. A Romish interpolator meaning to uphold the doctrine 
of Purgatory would have been much more explicit than this. 
Neither, in general, would he have allowed so many other pass- 
ages to keep their places in Clemens, which are utterly against 
his own faith or practice ; which oppose, for instance, his most 
vital doctrine of all, that of Transubstantiation, over and over 
again, as I shall show when I come to speak of the Eucharist? ; 
or which touch upon rites and ceremonies of heathen temples 
in ἃ Manner so greatly reminding us of some in his own 
Churches.* The truth is, that in the writings of Clemens may 
be detected the germ of several customs or opinions, which 
eventually became corrupt as exercised in the Romish Church ; 
but which, as presented to us in him, are generally little more 
than unauthorized, yet still serve to intimate to us the use 
from which the abuse proceeded—secret confession from the 
ἐξομολόγησιο or public confession of sins—the Disciplina 
arcani from the deep and spiritual meaning, which the Guos- 
tic was taught to find in Scripture, as distinguished from the 
superficial sense, which was all that was discernible in it to 
the vulgar eye—the undue ezaliation of Saint Peter above 
the other Apostles from such a casual expression applied to 
him in an early age, as “the -blessed Peter, the elect, the cho- 
sen, the first of the disciples, for whom only and for himself 
the Saviour paid the tribute.”* But the general plan and 
character of Clemens’ works would render them extremely 
unpropitious to interpolation. What affects the Romanist at 
all, whether for good or harm, is incidental, inferential, unob- 
trusive. Nobody would know, from the complexion of the 
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whole volume, where to look in it, for a syllable to the purpose 
of such a controversy. 

These latter remarks also hold with respect to Tertullian. 
We should find in him several traces of the future character- 
istics of the Church of Rome—mostly the unauthorized be-. 
ginnings of customs or sentiments, which grew up to a vicious 
excess, and the eventual mischief of which could not be then 
foreseen (magne cunabula Rome); few or none of these har- 
bingers of future corruptions introduced in a way which a 
Romish interpolator would have propounded ; some of them 
in a way which would have been positively offensive to him. 
We have the frequent use of the sign of the Cross’ both on 
the person and even on the furniture; which was even then, 
it seems, liable to be mistaken (though hitherto a mistake it 
was, which could scarcely be said in the case of the Romish 
Church), for the worship of that emblem’—Prayers and 
offerings for the dead, and oblations in honour of the martyrs 
on the anniversaries of their martyrdom ὃ ; usages, which grew 
at length into mortuary masses and the actual sacrifice of the 
Host—Unwritten tradition, then recent, urged to the con- 
fusion of heretics, who mutilated or denied Scripture‘; and 
urged, too, in support, not to the disparagement of Scripture’ ; 
which eventually grew to tradition as a rival of Scripture and 
a substitute for it—The intercession of martyrs in prison 
with the Church in behalf of persons suffering under its cen- 
sure, to which the Church was disposed to listen with favour ° 
(an indulgence, which even Tertullian, as a Montanist indeed, 
already regarded with jealousy’) ; which in time ripened into 
the merit of the works of supererogation of the saints—Celi- 
ὉΔΟΥ͂ and bodily mortifications, here perhaps commended ὃ ; 
which, by degrees, became the forced vows of the monk and 
nun, and produced, in fact, the crimes to which Tertullian 
himself points as the natural consequence of such vows, if they 
were compulsory *—The impossibility that the Churches (Ec- 


' Tertullian, De Corona, 6. iii; Ad 4 Ad Martyres, 6. Vv. 


Uxor. II ὁ. v. T De Pudicitia, 6. xxii. 
2 Apolog. 6. xvi. 8. De PatientiA, 6. xiii; De Cultu 
3 De Coroné, ¢. iii; De Exhortat.| Fominar. IL ὁ. ix.; De Resurree. 
Castitat. o. xi.; De Monogam. ὁ. x. Carnis, c. viii. 


4 De Corona, 6. iii. 9 De Virgin. Veland. ὁ. xiv. 
δ De Prescript, Heret. ὁ. xxv. 


Ixct.1V.) IN THE WRITINGS OF TERTULLIAN, 83 


clesias) should ali fall into error, that is, that there should be 
an universal defection from the faith, asserted!; which in 
process of time was magnified into the infallibility of the 
Church of Rome—The mitigated sufferings, which are to be 
endured for the purgation of small offences (expressed by the 
uttermost farthing in the parable) between death and judg- 
ment intimated ἦ ; a notion, which, in due season, was enlarged 
into the whole apparatus of purgatory—The power of the keys 
conferred on Peter, and through him on the Church; on the 
Church, which thenceforth could give absolution®; in course 
of time exaggerated into Saint Peter and the successors of 
Saint Peter in the Papal chair, having the exclusive possession 
of those keys— a case which Tertullian even contemplates in 
order to deride, and compares to that of Janus of old *—The 
Church of Rome described as deserving of great respect, as 
possessing the very chairs of the Apostles, perhaps the auto- 
graph letters, certainly authentic copies of them, as the scene 
of the martyrdom of the Apostles, as in the enjoyment of a 
pure creed, as combining the Law and the Gospel’; these 
reasonable claims to regard urged to the confusion of heretics, 
who would not hold the traditions thus guaranteed to be safe ; 
eventually puffed into unreasonable and arrogant pretensions 
of the Church of Rome to govern the faith of the whole 
world, ages after her traditions had become to a considerable 
degree unworthy of trust. The Romanist would hardly have 
contented himself with interpolations after this fashion, had he 
interpolated at all, especially as several of these seeds οἵ. 
Romish usages present themselves in the tracts of Tertullian,. 
written when he had evidently become a Montanist ; which is 
not the field the Romanist would have made choice of, in 
which to sow his tares, had he meditated doing his Church a 
service by clandestinely foisting his own peculiar tenets into 
the writings of this primitive author: much less would he 
leave in them passages which strongly reflect on his own pro- 
ceedings and principles—passages over and over again occur- 
ring, which contradict 6. g. the doctrine of Transubstantia- 
tion*®: which refute the superiority of St. Peter, who is ac- 


' De Prescript. Heeret. c. xxviii. ® De Oratione, 6. vi.; De Resurr. 
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tually vindicated in one place as not inferior to St. Paul, as it 
might be supposed he was from St. Paul rebuking him, for 
that he was made equal with Paul by his martyrdom': which 
ascribe the doctrine, that worship is to be paid to angels, 
actually to Simon Magus; and represent it as condemned by 
the Apostle Peter?: which are opposed to the adoration of 
the Virgin ; so far from any undue reverence being assigned 
to her by Tertullian, such as is her right is scarcely conceded 
to her ; her belief in the Saviour questioned* ; her standing at 
the door desiring to speak with him construed into a disregard 
of his teaching whilst it was going on in the house*: which 
do not favour the multiplication of sacraments, the two of 
Baptism and the Eucharist being produced by themselves, and 
as if standing apart from all others’: which animadvert upon 
the practices of religious mendicants among the heathen in a 
manner which would be most unsatisfactory to the friars of 
the Church of Rome*: which actually designate Rome as the 
Babylon of St. John, great, proud, and the destroyer of 
saints’: which deny the necessity of the celibacy of the 
clergy °—this last, I will add, a fact the more to my purpose, 
because the Romanists actually took some pains to show, in 
the teeth of Jerome’s assertion to the contrary, that Tertullian 
was not a Presbyter of the Church; his treatise “to his 
Wife” proving him at any rate to be married, and thus his 
example, if Jerome’s testimony be admitted, opposing the 
Church of Rome in the restriction she lays upon the clergy— 
but still the Romanists endeavour to establish their point by 
argument, which is all fair; by producing certain paragraphs 
out of his works, which they contend (not, however, success- 
fully), prove him to have been a layman’ ; but they make no 
attempt whatever to suppress the tract “Ad Uxorem,” nor 
yet many other passages in him, which clearly testify against 
themselves, and sanction clerical marriage. These surely are 
not indications of an author who had been dishonestly handled 
by Romanists, 


41 De Preescript. Heret. ὁ. xxiv. Feeminar. 11. ὁ. xiii. 
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In the works of Hippolytus again, however they may want 
sifting and re-editing, there is nothing to lead us to suppose 
that the Church of Rome has been particularly busy with 
them. In the treatise “concerning the End of the World and 
concerning Antichrist,” imputed to him, occurs an expression 
with regard to the Eucharist—that the priest sacrificed every 
day Christ’s precious Body and Blood ' ;—but such an expres- 
sion would be very far from establishing the doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation or excluding the use of figurative interpretation ; 
especially whilst in an exposition of Proverbs ix., which is an- 
other of Hippolytus’ works not disputed, he speaks on this same 
subject in such language as the following :—‘“She (Wisdom) 
hath furnished her table, 2. 6. Christ the Wisdom of God, hath 
furnished his table ; to wit, (supplied) the knowledge of the 
sacred Trinity, which had been promised, and his precious 
and unpolluted Body and Blood, which, in the mystical and 
divine table, are daily sacrificed in remembrance of that first 
and ever-memorable table of the mystical supper” *—the 
furniture of the table being the knowledge of the Trinity, and 
the precious and unpolluted Body and Blood of Christ —the 
knowledge of the Trinity certainly a spiritual not a material 
viand—the precious and unpolluted Body and Blood, therefore, 
thus coupled with it, also spiritual and not material. There 
is another passage in Hippolytus which seems to imply the 
absence of such a doctrine as Purgatory from the mind of that 
Father.* And again, another,’ in which the notable conjec- 
ture is hazarded that the name of the future Antichrist might 
be Aaretvos, a conjecture in which Irengeus, as we have seen, 
indulged before him, but one which, at any rate, so far as it 
conveys any theaning at all, would not be such as a member 
of the Latin Church would tolerate, but would be rather 
likely, if he meddled with the work at all, to suppress, 

1 Hippolytus, De Consummat. Mundi ) Ed. Fabric. 
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LECTURE V. 


State of the writings of Origen. Theory of their interpolation by the Romanists 
untenable. Their testimony against Transubstantiation; Prayers in a tongue 
not understood by the people; the withholding of the Scriptures; Disciplina 
arcani; the use of Images ; Vows of celibacy; the Worship of saints or angels ; 
Purgatory. First instance of Romish interpolation pointed out by James. 
Neglect of the early Fathers by the Romanists. Remark of Dodwell. The 
story of Paschasinus insufficient to support the inference drawn from it by 
Daille. 


| eter various causes, which I shall take another oppor- 
tunity of dwelling a little upon, the writings of Origen 
have come down to us very greatly injured: a large part in a 
Latin translation avowedly unfaithful to the author: other 
portions, in the Greek, indeed, but whether, as at first penned 
and published by Origen himself, and not rather as notes 
taken down at the moment by standers-by, who were listening 
to this prolific disputant, may be doubted: even those 
treatises of his, which he certainly committed to paper, often 
concocted in haste, and seldom, perhaps, reviewed or revised 
—for he appears to have been very much on the move, and 
very careless about his manuscripts—and after all, his re- 
corded sentiments not unfrequently maltreated, and his text 
vitiated by contemporary or all but contemporary heretics. 
Certainly one or other of these considerations affect many of 
the works of Origen 88 we now possess them, and detract 
from their value by shaking our confidence in their integrity. 
But this is by no means the case with them all. Some trea- 
tises have not been mistranslated, for we have them in the 
Greek—have not been composed in heat or haste, for they 
bear internal marks of care and deliberation—have not been 
meddled with by earlv heretics, for they are not on subjects 
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which invite their interference. But, however this may be, 
assuredly the abuses to which the works of Origen have been 
subjected, can hardly be supposed to have proceeded from the 
Romanists— testifying, as those works do, even as they stand, 
in so many particulars against the doctrines and practices of 
the Church of Rome. Indeed, how distasteful they are to the 
Romanist may be seen at once, by a perusal of the Preface 
to the second volume of the Benedictine Edition, and by 
the notice “caute lege,” so often entered on the margin of the 
text. 

I will lay before you some of the evidence on which I rest 
the assertion, that Origen cannot have suffered at the hands 
of Romish interpolators, at least, whatever he may have done 
at the hands of others ; and I beg you once more to consider, 
whilst I am tbus bringing the question to book, the credit due 
to that vague and indiscriminating charge against the Ro- 
manists, of tampering with these early authorities, circulated 
by Daillé and others of his school down to the present day, 
and which has the effect, as I have said, of damaging the 
character of the Fathers, and so neutralizing their testimony 
on subjects where it is unwelcome. 

Thus, on Transubstantiation, I find Origen, when ex- 
pounding the clause in the Lord’s Prayer, “Give us this day 
our daily bread,” referring, by way of illustration, to the sixth 
chapter of the Gospel of St. John, at some length, in con- 
firmation of his view, that the bread is spiritual bread, not 
material ; as also to several texts in St. Paul on meats, which 
he considers to point to the same conclusion, viz. that when ex- 
pressing himself thus the Apostle “was not primarily speaking 
of corporal food, but of the words of God which nourish the 
soul.”! When we recollect how constantly the sixth chapter 
of St. John is understood by the early Fathers in relation to 
the Eucharist, it cannot be supposed that Origen would ex- 
press himself as he does here—and the whole section, of which 
this paragraph is a part, should be read, in order that the full 
force of the argument may be perceived—had he believed in 
the doctrine of the corporal presence. Again, on another 
occasion he objects to a material interpretation of such phrases 
as “the heavens were opened,” “the voice of the Lord was 
heard,” and says, that however some may take them in that 

1 Origen, De Oratione, § 27, vol. i. p. 245, Bened. Ed. 
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light, “those who search deeper will be aware that there is a 
certain divine perception, which the blessed discover and enjoy 
—a perception which has several senses—that of sight, which 
can discern things that are incorporeal ; that of hearing, which 
can receive words not formed by the air; that of taste, which 
uses the living bread—the bread which descends from heaven 
and giveth light wnto the world.”' This passage, again, is 
not conceived in the spirit of one who found the corporal 
presence in the Eucharist. Moredver, how could that man see 
the sacrifice of the mass in the Eucharist, who volunteers as a 
comment on John iv. 24, “God is a Spirit, and they that 
worship him must worship him in spirit and in truth,” the 
remark, “by which words Jesus taught that we ought not to 
worship God in the flesh, and with fleshy sacrifices?”? Or 
how, when speaking of the best manner of keeping the feasts, 
could he employ such language as that it was “by doing our 
duty, praying, and offering to God in our prayers wnbloody 
sacrifices ;” * the last a phrase which could scarcely be irre- 
spective of the Eucharist? How, ‘again, could he talk of the 
bread after consecration becoming “a certain holy body,” * if 
he had held it to be the actual Flesh of our Lord? Or how 
could he be satisfied with saying, “the bread called the 
Eucharist is a symbol of our thanksgiving to God,”* if he 
maintained that the material was not bread, and that the 
symbol was lost in the corporal reality ? Would passages like 
these have been suffered to remain in a text which had — 
modified by a Romanist ? 

Or again, asserting as the Romanist does, the expediency of 
having prayer in the Church, and administering the Sacraments 
in a tongue not wnderstood by the people, how could he acqui- 
esce in a paragraph such as this? Origen is defending the 
language of Scripture against Celsus, who describes many of 
its maxims as not only common to the Greeks, but as having 
been better expressed by them—“If a Greek desired to assist 
those who spoke Egyptian or Syrian by sound teaching, he 
would first take care to learn the dialects of those who were 
to be his hearers ; and, as the Greeks say, would rather bar- 
barize his own tongue for the sake of improving the Egyptians 
and Syrians, than be a Greek and speak in a manner that 


! ὑπδθηνι Contra Celsum, I. § 48. 8 VIII. § 21. 4 ς 33. 
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would be useless to Egyptians and Syrians: so, Divine Pro- 
vidence not merely having respect to Greeks of education, but 
to all others, condescended to the boorishness of the mass of 
hearers, in order that, making use of such language as they 
were accustomed to, it might provoke the multitude to listen ; 
who, after this introduction, would be able to advance from 
the simple element to the comprehension of the deeper mean- 
ings which Scripture contained.”* Again, in another passage 
still more apposite, Celsus having imputed to the Christians, 
whom he confounds with some other class of worshippers, a 
practice of invoking angels by certain barbarous names, and so 
acquiring favour with them, Origen replies, “Be assured that 
the Christians do not universally use in their prayers even the 
names which are found in the Holy Scriptures, and are of 
God’s appointment ; but the Greeks use Grecian names, and 
the Romans Roman names, and thus each prays to God in his 
own language, and praises him according to his power. And 
he who is Lord of all languages hears those who pray in all 
languages, as though he heard, if I may so express myself, 
only one and the same voice uttering its meanings in many 
tongues: ”*—this, surely, a sentiment which the Romanist, 
_ had he been shaping the text of Origen to suit the purposes 
of his. own Church, would have thought it as well to sup- 
press. 

Again, jealous as the Romanist has shown himself of the 
free circulation of the Scriptures, would he have been likely 
to suffer so many passages to keep their ground in the 
writings of Origen, which are entirely adverse to this restric- 
tion, if he was moulding those writings to his own ends? Celsus 
- had: found in one Cleomedes a person who, like Jesus, was 
buried and had escaped from the tomb. “But the previous 
life of this man,’’ replies Origen, “or that of other men re- 
specting whom similar tales are told, gives no tokens of 
Divinity ; whereas the assemblies of those who have derived 
benefit from him testify to that of Jesus, so do the prophecies 
spoken concerning Him, so do the cures that have been 
wrought in his name, and so does the wisdom and knowledge, 
which are according to Him; and so do the thoughts of the 
sober-minded, found as they are to rise above a bare belief, 

' Origen, Contra Celsum, VII. § 60. 2 VIII. § 37, 
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and to investigate the real meaning of the Scriptures, agree- 
ably to the command of Jesus, who said ‘Search the Scrip- 
tures ;’ and to the will of Paul, who teaches that ‘we ought 
to know how to give an answer to every one ;’ and to the 
will of him who says, ‘ Be ever ready to give an answer to 
every one that asketh you a reason for the faith that is in 
you. ”* And he elsewhere enlarges on the happy effects 
which flow from this study—effects greatly surpassing those 
which proceed from application to the writings of even the 
very chief philosophers. Plato, it is true, may speak of a light 
suddenly kindled in the soul by long communion with the 
chief good ; “ but observe the difference between what is said 
by Plato, and well said, concerning the chief good, and what 
is said by the prophets concerning the light of the blessed ; 
and consider that the truth on this subject, as spoken by 
Plato, neither helps ordinary persons nor even one who philo- 
sophizes on the chief good after the manner of Plato, to 
attain to sincere piety. Whereas the simple speech of the 
Divine Scriptures imparts a kind of inspiration to those who 
read them unaffectedly ; whereby the light is fed with that 
oil of which the parable speaks in a figure, the oil which kept 
alive the lamps of the five virgins.”* It is evident that 
nothing like reserve in communicating the Scriptures to the 
people, that is to Christians in general, is here inculcated, but 
quite the contrary : the expression, “the simple speech of the 
Scriptures” here used, and that of reading them “ unaffectedly,” 
being enough in themselves to mark that Origen contemplated 
unlearned readers of them as well as others ; which is still 
more apparent from another passage (one which again the 
Romanist would have been under a temptation to expunge) 
where to a cavil of Celsus, that anger and the like terms ought 
not to be ascribed to God, as they are in Scripture, Origen re- 
plies, that “the word of God economises the expressions of 
Scripture, adapting them to the capacity of the hearers, and 
measuring what is fit in itself by what is profitable to them. 
Touching which method of communicating the things pertain- 
ing to God, we read in Deuteronomy,’ ‘The Lord thy God 
bare thee, as a man doth bear his son ;’ as though the Word 
spake after the manner of men in accommodation to men, for- 
δ Origen, Contra Celsum, III. ¢ 33. 2 VI. 35. 8 Deut. i 8]. 
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asmuch as the multitude at large (οὗ πολλοὶ) being what they 
were, did not require God to address them according to the 
Majesty of his character ;”! and he then proceeds to say that 
the Scriptures contained deep things for the spiritual, and 
more simple things for the weak, and that they would be 
often found by one who knew how to construe them aright, to 
speak to both these classes under one and the same phrase. 
It is obvious that in all this there is none of the spirit of the 
exclusionist. 

And thus I am natarally led to the consideration of a kindred 
subject, the Disciplina arcani ; the reserve with which the 
mysteries of religion should be disclosed ; and which we shall 
gather from numerous passages of Origen amounted to this, 
and nothing more, a proper adjustment of your teaching to 
your audience, a care not to throw your pearls before swine. 
Thus Celsus taunts the Christians with repelling from them 
wise and thoughtful men, and canvassing only the silly and 
servile, To this Origen replies, that on the contrary, if there 
be any capable of receiving the deepest truths, the Gospel 
makes provision for them ; even as Paul says, “ Howbeit we 

wisdom among them that are perfect ;”* and then he 
continues, “If Celsus with his friertds maintains that Paul 
had no particular wisdom to divulge, we make answer, first 
explain to us his Epistles, and entering into the meaning of 
every expression in them, (for instance, in those to the Ephe- 
sians, the Colossians, the Thessalonians, the Philippians, the 
Romans,) satisfy us of both points, viz. that you understand 
the words of Paul, and that you can prove them to be foolish 
and weak. For I well know,” continues Origen, “ that if he 
devotes himself to reading them with attention,” (again ob- 
serve the layman is invited to this,) “ he will either be asto- 
nished at the understanding of the man, who conceives mighty 
thoughts, though he expresses them in homely phrase, or if he 
does not wonder at him, he will prove himself ridiculous, 
either by affecting to understand the mind of the man, whilst 
he did not, or by wishing to contradict and overthrow what 
he fancied he understood.” Origen then proceeds from the 
case of the Epistles to that of the Gospels, which also have a 
deep as well as an obvious meaning, “ Jesus reserving the full 
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exposition of his parables for those who had ears more refined 
than the common, and for his friends in the house.” This is 
a fair specimen of the real nature of the Disciplina arcani, as 
taught by Origen ; indeed, he expressly introduces these as 
examples of the esoteric and mysterious in the Church of God, 
indignantly marking the contrast they present to the Egyptian 
arcana, which Celsus had pretended bore a resemblance to the 
Christian.' Elsewhere Origen furnishes us with more of. these 
“ esoteric” speculations, as he calls them, of the more learned 
Christians, evidently mere’ theological imaginations, such as 
men of curious and mercurial minds might indulge in. He is 
affirming that the Christians, whatever might be their class, 
would not tolerate, as the heathens did with respect to their 
local gods, others to be obtruded on them; nor, worshipping 
as they did the one God and Christ, whom He hath sent, 
would yet accept Jupiter and Apollo besides ; “some (acting 
thus) in entire simplicity, not knowing how to give a reason 
for what they did, but content to cleave in an honest heart to 
what they had received ; but others able to give their reasons, 
and those not trivial ones but profound, or, as a Greek would 
say, esoterical and mystical, involving notions of God and of 
those who are honoured by God through the Only Be- 
gotten Word of God with a share of Divinity, and even with 
the name, as well as notions of angels, whether good or such 
as are adverse to the truth,” with more to the same effect.? 
The character of the questions in which these more advanced 
members of the Cbristian community engaged, serves to prove 
that the simpler sort were not the victims of any systematic 
suppression of points of faith by their teachers, but that being 
_ of a lower and less cultivated class they were not equal to 
flights which their superiors allowed themselves, ‘And an- 
other passage makes this fact yet more clear. Origen is once 
more defending the Christians against the imputation of 
Celsus, that they sought out their converts from among the 
weak and illiterate ; and accordingly he shows how greatly 
Wisdom is commended in the Old Testament, asin the Psalms 
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and in the writings of Solomon, and then coming to the New 
Testament he proceeds, you no doubt find “the multitude of 
the believers listening to parables as uninitiated (ὡς ἔξω 
Tuyyavovras,) and as only capable of exoteric instruction 
(ἐξωτερικῶν λόγων) ; but you have the disciples learning the 
exposition of the parables apart, for Jesus explained every- 
thing to his disciples apart, honouring those who were destined 
to be the receptacles of his wisdom above the multitude.” 
But then he subsequently adds, “ We, however, exert ourselves 
to the utmost to have our assemblies consist of intelligent per- 
sons ; and in that case we do not scruple to produce publicly, 
having a number of intelligent hearers about us, owr highest 
and most divine doctrimes ; but we certainly conceal by our 
silence the deeper things of our faith from such congregations 
as have need of what is figuratively called ‘milk.’ For our 
Paul writes to the Corinthians—Greeks, to be sure, but not 
as yet clear of their old customs—‘I have fed you with milk 
and not with meat, for hitherto ye were not able to bear it.’ 
And the same Apostle, knowing what is the more perfect good 
of the soul, and that the instruction of novices may be com- 
pared to the milk which children eat, says, ‘Ye are become 
such as have need of milk and not of strong meat,’ &. Is 
it possible, then, for those who regard these passages as well 
spoken, to suspect that we should decline communicating the 
choice things of the Gospel to a congregation of intelligent 
people ; but, when we meet with children and a mob of mean 
and senseless men, should produce amongst them our divine 
and venerable mysteries, and make our boast of them amongst 
such parties as these?” ὃ It would be very easy to produce 
many more extracts from Origen to the same purpose, for this 
happens to be a subject on which he very frequently touches ὅ; 


1 Origen, Contra Celsum, IIT. 5. 46. 

3 Ἡμεῖς γὰρ, ὅση δύναμις, πάντα 
πράττομεν ὑπὲρ τοῦ φρονίμων ἀνδρῶν 
ἐνέσθαι τὸν σύλλογον ἡμῶν" καὶ τὰ 
y ἡμῖν μάλιστα καλὰ καὶ θεῖα τότε 
τολμῶμεν ἐν τοῖς πρὸς τὸ κοινὸν 
διαλόγοις φέρειν εἰς μέσον, ὅτ᾽ εὐ- 
ποροῦμεν συνετῶν ἀκροατῶν ἀπο- 
κρύπτομεν δὲ καὶ παρασιωπῶμεν τὰ 
βαθύτερα, επὰν ἁπλουστέρους θεωρῶμεν 
τοῦς συνερχομένους καὶ δεομένους λό- 
yey τροπικῶς ὀνομαζομένων γάλα. 


dp’ οὖν of τούτοις ὡς καλῶς εἰρημένοις 
πιστεύοντες oo his τ a 
τοῦ λόγου, els μὲν φρονίμων ἀνδρῶν 
eh ges οὐκ ἄν more λεχθήσεσθαι, 
ἔνθα δ᾽ ἂν ὁρῶσι μειράκια, καὶ οἶκο- 
τρίβων ὄχλον καὶ ἀνθρώπων ἀνοήτων 
μιλον, ἐνταῦθα τὰ θεῖα καὶ σεμνὰ ™ 
φέρειν εἰς μέσον, καὶ παρὰ τοῖς τοιού- 
τοις περὶ αὐτῶν ἐγκαλλωπίζεσθαι ;--- 
Contra. Celsum, 111. §§ 52, 53. 

>See Contra Celsum, V. § 29; VL 


- o | §§ 13. 23. 
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but I think enough has been already advanced to prove that 
the Disciplina arcani, as understood by Romish writers, that 
is, a scheme of mutilated teaching, in which some articles of 
faith are deliberately withheld, and others announced ob- 
scurely, has no support from Origen; and that if his manu- 
scripts had been overhauled by unscrupulous champions of the 
Church of Rome, they would scarcely have left so many places 
in them, as they have done, still to bear testimony against 
themselves. | 

Once more, considering the use of images, which the Ro- 
manist defends, and which he adopts so liberally in his church 
and in his chamber, is it to be believed that when he was en- 
gaged in clearing the text of Origen of its inconvenient evi- 
dence, or interpolating it with such as suited him, he would 
have permitted numbers of paragraphs to stand untouched, 
which are clearly opposed to such a licence? Thus in his 
treatise on Prayer, “ He, who is no hypocrite, strips himself 
of everything which is adventitious and not his own, and sta- 
dying to satisfy himself in that theatre which is vastly greater 
than every other of which I have spoken, enters into the 
chamber of himself; where, besides any other riches he may 
have deposited in it, he has enclosed for himself a treasury of 
wisdom and knowledge, and regarding nothing without, and 
longing for nothing without, and shutting every door of the 
senses, that he may not be drawn away by them, and that no 
wmage of sensible things may get admission into his mind, 
he prays to the Father, who neither abandons, nor fails a cor- 
rect worshipper such as this, but makes his abode in him, his 
Only Begotten accompanying him.”’ And in another of his 
works——“ Though buffeted by the world, we have learned not 
to faint or to forfeit our love of the God of the universe in 
Jesus Christ. Moreover, we distinctly avow our origin, and 
the dignity thereof, by no means, as Celsus insinuates, con- 
cealing it: seeing that we impress upon our converts in the 
very first instance, a contempt for idols and for all images ; 
and elevating their thoughts from serving the creature instead 
, of God, we lead them up to Him who created all things.” ὅ 

'Ylagvav re τὴν Ov τῶ - 2° TOL τοι 

τηρίων ΟΣ a Pak Digitaria! μὸν τῶν Spates 
ὑπὸ τῶν αἰσθήσεων, μηδὲ ἐκείνων ἡ ) καὶ πάντων τῶν ἀγαλμάτων ἐμποι- 


φαντασία τῷ νῷ αὐτοῦ ἐπεισκρίνηται, | ἤσωμεν, K.r.A.—Contra Celsum, ILI. 
προσεύχεται, x.r.A.—De Oratione, ὃ 20. | § 15. 
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Again: “ Besides our faith conspires with the dictates of com- 
mon sense ; as, 6. 5. however perverted custom may have put 
it into the minds of men, that images are gods, and that ob- 
jects made of gold, silver, ivory, are worthy of worship, still 
common sense urges us to believe that perishable matter cannot 
be God; nor can God be shaped out of senseless blocks, as if 
they could in any way represent him.”’ Neither can the 
evasion be pleaded, that Origen did not condemn the use of 
Images as incentives to devotion, but only as objects of 
worship: for thus he expresses himself on another occasion : 
“God therefore chose the foolish things of the world—the 
most simple of the Christians, who lead lives more pure and 
moderate than most of the philosophers—to confound the 
wise, who do not blush to converse with senseless things as 
gods, or images of gods. For who that has any understand- 
ing would not laugh at him, who after so many fine philoso- 
phical speeches about God or the gods, fixes his eye on their 
images, and either puta up his prayers to them, or by means 
of the sight of them, cdrries his thoughts wp to the ideal 
Being, to whom, as he pictures to himself, they must needs 
ascend from the visible and symbolical figure.”* More pas- 
sages to a similar purport might be quoted from Origen, but 
let these suffice ; for certainly they are enough to show, that 
if the writings of this Father were submitted to the pruning 
knife of a Romish critic, it must be confessed that they had a 
singularly fortunate escape. 

Once more: with respect to marriage: it cannot be sup- 
posed that any class of society whatever was under forced 
vows of celibacy, when such a paragraph as the following was 
penned. Origen, in one of his replies to Celsus, finds an argu- 
ment for the divine character of the Gospel in the courage with 
which it inspired its converts, and the superior morality it 
imparted to their lives: and on this latter point he adds, 
“Some of them animated by a desire of excessive purity, and 
of rendering their service to God still more holy, do not even 

'’ANN’ ἡ κοινὴ ἀπαιτεῖ | τοσούτους ἐν φιλοσοφίᾳ περὶ Θεοῦ ἣ 
ἐννοεῖν, ὅτι Θεὸς οὐδαμῶς, ἐστιν ὕλη θεῶν λόγους ἐνορῶντος τοῖς ἀγάλμασι, 

ἀρτὴ, οὐδὲ τιμᾶται ἐν ἀψύχοις ὅλαις καὶ ἤτοι. αὐτοῖς senha τὴν εὐχὴν, 
ὑπο ἀνθρώπων μορφούμενος, ὡς κατ᾽ | ἣ διὰ τῆς τούτων ὄψεως, ἐφ᾽ ὃν 


εἰκόνα ἢ τινα σύμβολα ἐκείνου γεγνο- | τάζεται δεῖν ἀναβαίνειν ἀπὸ βλεπομένονυ 


pevars.—Contra | Celsum, III. § 40. καὶ συμβόλου ὄντος, ἀναφέροντός τε 
* Τίς γὰρ νοῦν ἔχων οὗ καταγελά- | ἐπὶ τὸν νοούμενον; --- Contra Celsum, 
σεται τοὺ μετὰ τοὺς τηλικούτους καὶ | VII. § 44. 
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marry as the law allows.”! Suppose such had been the con- 
dition of every ecclesiastic, would there have been no intima- 
tion of it here? Still more might the same question be asked 
after reading another of the objections of Celsus and Origen’s 
answer to it: for on the former affirming, that if the Christians 
. are not prepared to do honour to those demons which preside 
over the affairs of life, they ought to abstain from taking part 
in those affairs—neither marry, nor have children, but reduce 
the world to a solitude—Origen observes, “ but God has com- 
manded us to marry, seeing that all are not able to receive 
that which is more excellent, ὁ. 6. total purity ; and having 
married, to support the children which may be born to us, 
and not destroy those whom Providence has given us. And 
this does not interfere with the duty of abstaining from all 
obedience to demons that occupy the earth. For, armed with 
the panoply of God, we stand as godly wrestlers against the 
race of demons that plot our overthrow. And though Celsus 
by his argument would utterly drive us out of the world, that 
so our race might become altogether extirpated from the earth, 
still we shall persist in living according to the laws of God in 
the precepts of our Creator, by no means content to serve the 
laws of sin; and shall marry wives, if we choose; and take 
care of the children which are given us of such marriage.”? 
Here Origen talks of “ God commanding us to marry ;” “ we 
shall marry wives if we choose,” &c. Is it then to be believed, . 
that if so considerable a body of persons as the Priesthood 
were prohibited from marriage, Origen, who was one of their 
number himself, would have afforded us no hint of so impor- 
tant an exception? For it must be remembered, that we must 
be content with negative evidence on a question of this 
kind ; since, if no such rule obtained in Origen’s days, as 
the celibacy of the Clergy, it would be impossible that pas- 
sages should be found in him containing direct objections to 
such a rule. 

Once more; on the subject of the worship of saints and 
angels, there is evidence in Origen against the lawfulness 
of such a practice much too plain to be overlooked by a 


' Ὥς τινας αὐτῶν διὰ τὸν ἔρωτα τῆς | νόμον ἅπτεσθαι adppodiwioy.—Contra 
ὑπερβαλλούσης καθαρότητος, καὶ διὰ | Celsum, I. § 26. 
τὸ καθαρώτερον θρησκεύειν τὸ θεῖον, 2 VIII. ἐς δῦ, 56. 
μηδὲ τῶν συγκεχωρημένων ὑπὸ τοῦ 
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Romanist, who was reducing his writings to the standard 
of his own Church. It is true, that in one place where he is 
distinguishing different kinds of prayer, he says, “It is not 
improper to offer supplication (δέησιν), intercession (ἔντευξιν), 
and thanksgiving (εὐχαριστίαν) to saints: and two of these, 
I mean intercession and thanksgiving, not only to saints, but 
to ordinary men; but supplication to saints only—if any 
Peter or Paul cam be found—that they may help us; making 
us worthy to enjoy the licence granted to them of forgiving sins” 
(ὁὃ.6. I apprehend, as Priests do, by absolution): “nay, al- 
though a man be not a saint, still if we do him an injury, it 
is lawful for us, on being made sensible of our offence towards 
him, to pray (δεηθῆναι) even such a man, that he would for- 
give us who have injured him.” It may be doubted whether 
Origen in this passage had in his eye any but living saints, to 
whom supplication was to be addressed; the parenthesis, “ if 
any Peter or Paul can be found,” seeming to point to such 
limit: at the same time, I am disposed to think from other 
parts of this same tract, that abstractedly he does contemplate 
the lawfulness of asking for the good offices of saints who are 
dead ; but only in the same sense as the request might have 
been ‘made to them when alive. It may be, that in these 
doctrines there proved to be the seeds of an abuse: but Origen 
could not foresee that: certainly the abuse itself, as it after- 
wards discovered itself in the practice of the Church of Rome, 
he would have denounced, as some passages in his works, 
which I shall now proceed to cite, clearly testify—‘ Let us 
next see,” says Origen, “ how this all-knowing Celsus slanders 
the Jews; affirming, as he does, that they worship angels, 
and apply themselves to magic, in which Moses first instructed 
them. Now where in the writings of Moses,” he continues, 
“did he find him teaching that we ought to worship angels ?”* 
—a paragraph utterly inconsistent with the practice of angel- 
worship in the Church in Origen’s time. But decisive as 
this is, I can bring another yet more so. For to an inquiry 
of Celsus, what the notion of the Christians might be with re- 
spect to angels, whether they were gods or beings of some other 
1 De Oratione, 5 14. ἧς ὁ 6 Μωῦσης αὐτοῖς γέγονεν ἐξηγητής. 
2 Ἴδωμεν δὲ τίνα τρόπον συκοφαντεῖ ποῦ γὰρ τῶν γραμμάτων Μωϊσέως 


᾿Ιουδαίους ὁ πάντ᾽ ἐπαγγελλόμενος εὗρε τὸν νομοθέτην παραδιδόντα σέβειν 
εἰδέναι Κέλσος, λέγων αὐτοὺς σέβειν | ἀγγέλους ;—Contra Celsum, I. § 26. 


ἀγγέλους, καὶ γοητείᾳ προσκεῖσθαι : 
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nature, Origen replies, “ We say and confess, that they are 
ministering spirits, sent forth to minister for them who shall 
be heirs of salvation ; that they ascend, taking with them the 
prayers of mankind, to the purest celestial places, or to the 
super-celestial, still purer than these, and that they descend 
again, bringing down to every one the benefit which God 
ordains should be ministered to mankind by their hands. 
These we learn to call angels (messengers) from their employ- 
ment ; and on account of their being divine we find them 
called in Scripture gods; but not in such a sense as that we - 
are commanded to reverence and worship them wm God’s 
stead, being ministers unto us, and bearing to us maiters of 
God. For every supplication, and prayer, and intercession, 
and thanksgiving, we must send up to God who is over all, 
through the High Priest, who is above all angels, the living 
Word and God: we shall offer our supplications also to 
the Word himself, and our entreaties, and intercessions, and 
thanksgivings, and our prayers, if we are capable of under- 
standing what is prayer properly so called, and what impro- 
perly. But to invoke angels, when we have not received a 
knowledge of them, such knowledge being above the reach of 
man, is not reasonable. Even supposing, however, a know- 
ledge of them, wonderful and ineffable as it is, to be compre- 
hended by us, this very knowledge, whilst it informs us of 
their nature and of the purposes for which each of them is 
ordained, will not allow us to have the audacity to pray to 
any other being besides God, who is over all, and sufficient for 
all things, through our Saviour, the Son of God.”? 
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' “Opodoyoupéves μὲν γὰρ ἀγγέλους 
φαμὲν λειτουργικὰ ὄντας πνεύματα, καὶ 
εἰς διακονίας ἀποστελλόμενα διὰ τοὺς 
μέλλοντας κληρονομεῖν σωτηρίαν, ἀνα- 
βαίνειν μὲν προσαγόντας τὰς τῶν ἀν- 
θρώπων ἐντεύξεις, ἐν τοῖς καθαρωτάτοις 
τοῦ κόσμον χωρίοις ἐπουρανίοις, ἣ καὶ 
τοῖς τούτων καθαρωτέροις ὑπερουραν- 
los, καταβαίνειν δ᾽ ἐκεῖθεν, φέροντας 
ἑκάστῳ κατ᾽ ἀξίαν τῶν ἀπὸ Θεοῦ τι 
αὐτοῖς διακονεῖν τοῖς εὐεργετουμένοις 
προστασσομένων. τούτους δὴ ἀγγέλους 
ἀπὸ τοῦ ov αὐτῶν μεμαθηκότες 
καλεῖν, εὑρίσκομεν αὐτοὺς, διὰ τὸ 
θείους εἶναι, καὶ θεοὺς ἐν ταῖς ἱεραῖς 
ποτε ὀνομαζομένους γραφαῖς" ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ 
ὥστε προστάσσεσθαι ἡμῖν τοὺς δια- 
κονοῦντας καὶ φέροντας ἡμῖν τὰ τοῦ 


Θεοῦ σέβειν καὶ προσκυνεῖν ἀντὶ τοῦ 
Θεοῦ. πᾶσαν μὲν δέησιν, καὶ προσ- 
ευχὴν, καὶ ἔντευξιν, καὶ εὐχαριστίαν, 
ἀναπεμπτέον τῷ ἐπὶ πᾶσι Θεῷ, διὰ 
τοῦ ἐπὶ πάντων ἀγγέλων ἀρχιερέως, 
ἐμψύχου Λόγον καὶ Θεοῦ. δεησόμεθα 
δὲ καὶ αὐτοῦ τοῦ Λόγου, καὶ ἐντευξόμεθα 
αὐτῶ, καὶ εὐχαριστήσομεν, καὶ προσ- 
ευξόμεθα δὲ, ἐὰν δυνώμεθα κατακούειν 
τῆς περὶ προσευχῆς κυριολεξίας καὶ 
καταχρήσεως. ἀγγέλους γὰρ καλέσαι 
μὴ ἀναλαβόντας τὴν ὑπὲρ ἀνθρώπους 
περὶ αὐτῶν ἐπιστήμην, οὐκ εὔλογον. - 
ἵνα δὲ καθ᾽ ὑπόθεσιν ἡ περὶ αὐτῶν 
ἐπιστήμη θαυμάσιός τις οὖσα καὶ 
ἀπόῤῥητος, καταληφθῇ" αὕτη ἡ ἐπι 
στήμη, π ήσασα τὴν φύσιν αὐτῶν, 
καὶ ἐφ᾽ οἷς εἶσιν ἕκαστοι τεταγμένοι, 
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I think the doctrine of Purgatory would be the only one of 
the doctrines which are characteristic of the Church of Rome, 
that would receive countenance from Origen ; and even this 
very little. The passages in him, which bear upon this sub- 
ject, are many of them obscure, nor is it always easy to 
determine whether they relate to purgation in this life or a 
future one ; herein, as in other respects, having much in com- 
mon with the corresponding ones of Clemens Alexandrinus, to 
which reference has been made already, The fire, however, of 
which Origen speaks is metaphorical; and consists of the pain 
inflicted by the consciousness of sins past, which accumulate, 
till they, as it were, ignite’: and it is corrective, so that 
having done its office it ceases, all being eventually purified 
and saved?; even those, it should seem, who have been so 
bad as to have sunk in the successive stages of their existence 
—for such stages Origen contemplates—into actual evil 
spirits®; the devil himself, however, the author of all evil 
excepted.* Meanwhile, the good are exempt from these pur- 
gatorial sufferings ; the pains of that estate taking no effect on 
them ; the fire finding in them no pabulum on which to feed. 
And they are removed to Paradise, where having been fur- 
nished with suitable instruction and prepared for heaven, in- 
struction which will fit them in a less period or a greater for 
a higher estate according to their respective purity, they will 
at length ascend thither and follow Jesus Christ to his dwell- 
ing-place.’ Purgatory, therefore, as thus understood, is equi- 
valent to the doctrine of temporal as opposed to eternal 
punishment ; and whatever it may be, it has not the least 
appearance of having been introduced into Origen’s writings 
by Romauists, identified with those writings as it is in such 
various ways, transmitted through other Fathers to him, and 
derived in the first instance, there can be little doubt, from 
heathen philosophy. 
οὐκ ἐάσει ἄλλῳ θαῤῥεῖν εὔχεσθαι, ἣ | qua ipsi viderint, quomodo illud audi- 


τῷ πρὸς πάντα διαρκεῖ ἐπὶ πᾶσι Θεῷ, | ant: “Neque ebriosi, neque maledici 
διὰ τοῦ Σωτῆρος ἡμῶν Ὑἱοῖ rot Θεοῦ. | regnum Dei possidebunt ;” licet patrem 


—Contra Celsum, V. §§ 4, 5. malitis et perditionis eorum qui de 
1 De Princip. II. ὁ. x. § 4. regno Dei ejicientur, dicant posse sal- 
3 III. ὁ. v. § 7. vari, quod ne mente quidem quis captus 
* IIL. 6. vi. § 3. dicere potest.—Epist. ad Amicos Alex- 


* Quidam eorum, qui libenter con- | andrinos, vol. i. p. 5, Bened. Ed, 
tentiones reperiunt, ascribunt nobis et| δ De Princip. II. ὁ. xi. § 6. 
nostre doctrine blasphemiam, super 
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It may be remarked, that by far the greater part of the 
passages which I have quoted as bearing testimony against 
the peculiar opinions and practices of the Church of Rome, are 
found in Origen’s treatise against Celsus; much the most 
valuable of all his works ; and which probably has commanded 
at all times many more readers than any other: indeed the 
integrity in which the original text has reached us, shows that 
it was a book always appreciated. It was, in fact, perhaps 
the first regular anti-infidel publication the world saw: in- 
deed, I may say, it is the only one of that character of the 
early Church, and thus from its nature was sure to excite the 
curiosity of after ages, of which infidelity was the badge. If 
therefore, the Romanists were under a temptation to corrupt 
any of Origen’s writings, it must have been this; it was a 
very excellent channel through which to disperse their opinions ; 
whilst any evidence which a popular work of this kind might 
happen to furnish against them, must have been felt to be 
doubly dangerous; yet we have seen how prolific in such 
evidence it is. 

I have pursued this argument throughout at greater length, 
and in more ample detail, than I should have otherwise done, 
because, whilst it serves to qualify Dailld’s assertion, that the 
works of the early Fathers have been dressed by the Romanists, 
it serves also to show what the sentiments of these Fathers were 
on some of the leading articles of the Romish Creed ; and will 
accordingly render it unnecessary at a future stage of these 
Lectures, and when I shall treat of the interpretation of 
Scripture, and the protection which a knowledge of the Fathers 
affords against warping that interpretation to uncatholic pur- 
poses, to deal again with the case of the Romanists, their 
opinions and practices having been already proved, though by 
this incidental process, to be at variance with early patristical 
testimony, and therefore their peculiar understanding of Scrip- 
ture to be probably erroneous. Such is the internal evidence 
against Daillé yielded by Origen ; and such are some of the 
. grounds for exercising caution in admitting this same Daillé’s 
vague and indefinite charge of Romish adulteration of the 
early Fathers. 

Indeed, James, the learned keeper of the Bodleian Library, 
“the most industrious and indefatigable writer against the 
Papists,” says Wood, “that had been educated in Oxford 
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since the Reformation,” ' and who had investigated the subject 
of the corruptions of the Fathers, effected by the Romanists, 
with infinite pains, adduces no instance of any Father so 
treated before Cyprian,” whose case I will consider presently. 
And a very good reason why the early Fathers should have 
escaped any taint from that quarter, suggests itself in the 
simple fact, that those Fathers were very little read or re- 
garded by the Romanists.*> Hence the few manuscript copies 
of the Fathers which have come down to us; hence the origi- 
nal texts often almost or altogether lost, and even those of 
the translations frequently imperfect. For, as Dodwell ob- 
serves in a passage of his Dissertation on Irenzeus, which I 
have brought to your notice on other occasions, “These men 
of more modern days took, forsooth, for their rule of orthodoxy 
the Fathers of the fourth and following centuries, inasmuch 
as they who lived after the Councils observed with more ex- 
actness the language and phraseology of the Councils; the 
ancient Fathers, who spoke more loosely and with greater 
simplicity, they were so far from being accustomed to produce 
as witnesses, that.they rather held them in suspicion if they 
chanced to make use of words foreign to the received language 
of their favourite centuries. Accordingly Photius often ani- 
madverts severely on the most ancient Fathers, and on that 
account is very properly reproved by our illustrious Bull. 
And as often as the more modern Councils confirm their 
decrees by the testimony of the more ancient writers, as their 
custom is, we constantly, in the Greek Councils, find the 
names of Athanasius, Basil, both the Gregories, and Chrysos- 
tom, but not the names of Clemens Romanus or Alexandrinus, 
nor of Barnabas, nor of Justin Martyr, Irenzeus, Athenagoras, 
Tatian, Theophilus of Antioch, Dionysius of Corinth or him of 
Alexandria, Musanus, Miltiades, Melito, Apollinarius of Hie- 
rapolis, or of the other Ante-Nicene Fathers, whose names and 
works Eusebius has made a catalogue of, and after him Jerome. 
So in the Latin Councils we read of Hilary, and Jerome, and 


"See p. xvii. of the new edition of | notorious corruption out of St. Cyprian’s 
James's Treatise of the Corruptions of | De Unitate Ecclesie,” and Ῥ. 104, “ The 
Scripture, Councils and Fathers, by | second place corrupted, in the 40th 
John Edward Cox, 1843. James died, | Homily of the Author of the imperfect 
1629, aged 58. work upon Matthew.” 

2 See p. 75,“ The second part, Cor-| ὃ See quotations from Erasmus in 
ruption of the true Fathers. The jirst | Daillé, p. 80. 
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Ambrose, of Augustine most of all, and of those later than 
Augustine ; but not of Irenseus, or Tertullian, very rarely of 
Cyprian, not of Arnobius, Lactantius, Victorinus of Petavio 
the martyr. Thus it came to pass that the old Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, being in the first instance neglected and seldom cited, 
by degrees, in most cases, dropped almost out of sight. For 
these people were not used to test their decrees (as they ought 
to have done) by the old Ante-Nicene Fathers, but, on the 
contrary, indulged themselves in the most harsh censure of the 
most ancient Fathers, on the strength of modern decrees and 
established dogmas.”' And Bishop Bull, you will remember, 
is as much concerned in defending the authority and orthodoxy 
of the primitive Fathers against Petavius or Petau, a Jesuit, 
as against Zuicker, a Socinian, or Sandius, an Arian.*? And in 
the Glossa Ordinaria, or running comment on Scripture used 
in the Romish Church in the middle ages, the references to the 
Fathers are almost always to those of a later date. And the 
effect of old habits may be seen even in our Homilies, for 
whilst in the second book, which came out when the prin- 
ciples of the Reformation had been more examined, the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers are frequently quoted ; in the first book, if I 
mistake not, there are but two references to Origen, and one 
to Cyprian, and not one to any other before the Council of 
Nice. 

Of course, I do not contend that the line of argument which 
I have been pursuing with respect to the corruptions of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers is conclusive as to their purity, or can 
be taken as an answer to any particular cases of adulteration 
which can be alleged: if such cases can be found, they must 
stand upon their own merits; but I have urged it as 
proper to neutralize the effect of those vague and indefinite 
ensinuations of interpolation or mutilation cast out against 
these Fathers by Daillé, and by the Puritan and Calvinistic 
party generally, by which it is their intention so far to under- 
mine their credit and bring them into general suspicion, as to 
check all curiosity about them, and divert people from a 
course of study which would not be favourable on many ac- 
counts to the class of opinions they are disposed to support 
and propagate. The argument I am urging at least goes to 
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show this, that the general aspect of the writings of these 
earliest Fathers does not bear token of having been submitted 
to the revision of Romish authorities, or of having taken mate- 
rial harm at any rate from Romish custody—what damage. 
there was being incurred rather from neglect than from inter- 
ference. Even if the Romanists had been restrained by no 
scruples from debasing the manuscripts, they were in a great 
measure saved from the temptation by their ignorance of their 
contents. 

The particular case of fraud which Daillé adduces (for in this 
instance he is precise’), as attempted to be practised by the Pope’s 
legate so early as the Council of Chalcedon, in interpolating a 
canon of the Council of Nice, which he had occasion to quote, 
does not support the disproportionate conclusions he draws 
from it. It appears that in citing the sixth canon of the Coun- 
cil of Nice, the legate Paschasinus, instead of reading it τὰ ap- 
xata ἔθη κρατεΐτω, τὰ ἐν Αἰγύπτῳ και ὁ Λιβύῃ καὶ Πενταπόλει, 
ὥστε τὸν ᾿Αλεξανδρεία» ἐ ἐπίσκοπον πάντων τούτων ἔχειν τὴν 
ἐξουσίαν, ἐπειδὴ καὶ τῷ ἐν τῇ Ῥώμῃ ἐπισκόπῳ τοῦτο σύνηθές 
ἐστιν, x.7.r. “ Let the ancient customs prevail; those in Egypt, 
and in Libya, and in Pentapolis ; to wit, that the Bishop of 
Alexandria have authority over them all, for the same thing is 
usual at Rome with respect to her Bishop ;” it appears, I say, 
that instead of reading the canon so, he ventured to cite it thus, 
ἡ ἐκκλησία Ῥώμης πάντοτε ἔσχε τὰ πρωτεῖα, K.t.r “The. 
Church of Rome hath everywhere had the. primacy,” &. But 
it is by no means clear that there was any attempt at fraud 
in this transaction. The legate was probably meaning merely 
to give the substance and not the words of the canon, which 
was to this effect, that as the Bishop of Rome had the primacy 
everywhere in the province of Rome; so the Bishop of Alexan- 
dria should have the primacy throughout his‘province ; in short, 
that metropolitan Bishops should everywhere have the primacy 
over their suffragans in their own provinces, the word πώντοτε 
simply meaning everywhere in his own province, not every- 
where in the world, which made the case parallel to the one 
under consideration, as it was intended it should be. More- 
over, it seems probable that Paschasinus being a Latin was 
quoting from an ancient Latin version or free interpretation of 
the canons of the Council of Nice, and was misled by it, so far 

1 Daillé, p. 71. 
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as misled he was. And at all events, the correct copy of the 
canons was produced, and the error, whether wilful or acci- 
dental, put to rights, so that if there was artifice in the world, 
there was vigilance to counteract it too.’ On the whole, 
therefore, how inordinate must we consider the conclusion 
which Daillé draws from this single case of Paschasinus, that 
“when the legates of the holy Pontiff did not scruple to cor- 
rupt so venerable a canon by such ill-treatment as this, we 
can no longer believe anything to be sound, anything unadul- 
terated, which antiquity hath left us, unless it be what is of 
no moment, or else what could not be contaminated without 
the greatest infamy and universal reprobation.” * 


1 See Routh, Scriptor. Ecclesiasticor. | 3 Daillé, p. 71. 
Opusc. tom. i. p. 404. 


Lecr. VI.] INTERPOLATION OF CYPRIAN 105 


LECTURE VI. 


Interpolation of Cyprian in the editions of Manutius and of Pamelius; con- 
tinued by the Benedictine editors. Purity of earlier editions. No evidence of 
the corruption of MSS. Limited extent of the remaining corruptions in the 
edition of Manutius. Mass of evidence in Cyprian against the Romanists ; on 
the Papal Supremacy; on Transubstantiation; on Tradition ; on Absolution ; 
on Extreme Unction; on the number of the Sacraments. Germ of abuses 
discoverable in him ; not introduced by the Romanists. Estimate of patristic 
testimony formed by English Divines since the Reformation. Causes of the 
outcry against the Fathers raised by Daillé and others. 


SAID that the first of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, and in- 

deed the only one, whom the Romanists are distinctly 
charged either by Daillé or by James' with abusing by inter- 
polations or omissions, is Cyprian; and I have reserved him 
for a separate and fuller consideration, because in this instance 
the accusation is made on specific grounds, and the paragraphs 
adduced, which are supposed to sustain it. For, as I have 
remarked, Daillé at least usually indulges in more general 
declamation on the subject of forgery. 

It seems that in the Roman edition of Cyprian printed by 
Manutius in 1564, there were, for the first time, several words 
introduced into a passage in the “De Unitate Ecclesie” of 
Cyprian, with a view to support the doctrine of the Supre- 
macy of the Pope: and that in the Antwerp edition of Pa- 
melius in 1568, a few more to the same effect were added : 
corruptions, we may subjoin, which have been continued in 
the Benedictine edition, though evidently with the feeling on 
the part of the editor, that corruptions they are, and that the 
words in question have no right to the place assigned them in 
the text.? Thus, whereas the genuine Cyprian says, “ The 

‘See James’s Corruptions of Scrip- { though Baluzius, whom in general that 
ture, Councils and Fathers, Part 11. p. | edition follows, had expunged them. 
75, and Daillé, p. 83. Hee rationum momenta, de quibus 

2 See a curious note in italics in p.| Critici judicabunt, Baluzium addux- 


545 of the Benedict Ed., giving the | erant, ut nonnulla ex hoc testimonio ex- 
reason why they had been restored, ! pungeret. Sed reposita {uere in textu, 
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Church was built upon one (super unum),’’ meaning Peter ; 
the interpolated Cyprian says, “upon him alone (super illum 
unum).” Whereas the genuine Cyprian says, Christ, “that 
he might make manifest the principle of unity, ordered it by 
his authority, that the origin of that same unity should begin 
from one ;”’ the interpolated Cyprian says, “Christ, that he 
might make manifest the principle of unity, established one 
chair (unam cathedram constituit), and ordered it by his 
authority,’ &c. Whereas the genuine Cyprian says, “Still 
what Peter was, the same were the other Apostles also; en- 
dowed with the same share of honour and power: but the 
beginning proceeds from unity, in order that the Church of 
Christ may be shown to be one; which Church the Holy 
Spirit in the person of the Lord in the Song of Songs 
designates to be one, and says,” &.: the interpolated Cy- 
prian says, “but the beginning proceeds from unity. The 
Primacy is given to Peter (Primatus Petro datur), in order 
that the Church of Christ may be shown to be one, and the 
chair one (et cathedra una). And they are all shepherds, 
but the flock 1s shown to be one, which was to be fed by all 
the Apostles with unanvmous consent (et pastores sunt 
omnes, sed grex unus ostenditur, qui ab Apostolis omnibus 
unanimi consensione pascatur), which Church the Holy ~ 
Spirit in the person of the Lord,” &c. And whereas the 
genuine Cyprian says, “ Whoso strives against and resists 
the Church, can he trust that he is in the Church?” The 
“interpolated Cyprian says, “ Whoso strives against and resists 
the Church ; whoso deserts the Chair of Peter on which the 
Church 18 founded (qui cathedram Petri, super quam fun- 
data est ecclesia, deserit), can he trust that he is in the 
Church ?”? 

Now, these are, no doubt, wilful interpolations of Cyprian, 
all of them, mind you, occurring in one and the same passage 
of the “De Unitate Ecclesiz,” so that no general adultera- 
tion of the author is pretended. But the example, if used 
to support Daillé in his charge of forgery, cuts both ways, 
hinders more than helps him, since the same evidence, which 


propterea quod servata fuerunt in om- | fuit in Baluzii notis non pauca mutare, 
nibus editionibue, que in Gallid ab an- | ac plura essent mutata, id si commcede 
nis centum et quinquaginta prodierunt, | fleri potuisset. 

etiam in Rigaltiandé. Quinetiam necesse | 2 Cyprian, De Unitate Ecclesia, § iv. 
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proves this Roman edition of 1564 by Manutius to be inter- 
polated in that particular place, proves also how free from 
interpolation even this passage had been kept in the custody 
of the Romanists up to that time. There had been editions 
of Cyprian printed, one in 1477, two in 1520, one in 1525, 
and one in 1530; all without these intrusive paragraphs. 
Indeed, Pamelius himself testifies that he had the use of eight 
or nine printed copies of Cyprian that were before 1564, 
which were without them; and nine or ten MSS., but one 
of which contained them’: so that the habit of the middle 
ages, the ages of Daillé’s corruptors, as far as the present 
case testifies, was to keep the ecclesiastical treasures committed 
to them safe and unimpaired, indeed often not aware that 
they had such in possession, however, by accident for the once, 
it might be violated. Nor indeed was it likely that frauds 
of this kind would be started to any great extent, so long as 
the Church had no jealous eyes fixed upon her. It was the 
stir of the wra of the Reformation, which tempted her to 
falsify antiquity for her own support, but that age which sup- 
_ plied the temptation to fraud, supplied also light and opportunity 
for detecting it. Indeed, it must have been no easy matter 
to corrupt the manuscripts of an author (so long as his works 
only existed in manuscript) for a specific purpose, and to make 
those manuscripts speak uniformly. They were scattered over 
Christendom, and copies of these would be multiplied from 
that manuscript, which was the readiest to be had. Nothing 
could have been more difficult than to render the errors of all 
identical A translation might give an universal wrong 
impression of the original, because all the transcripts of that 
translation would be alike ; and whenever the translation, and 
that only, was read, it would give the same impression of the 
author, and that an erroneous one. Rufinus, 6.9. expressly 
tells us that he had misrepresented Origen, when he thought 
it expedient to do so, in his version of the ‘“ De Principiis,” * 
and accordingly Rufinus’s Origen in the absence of the Greek 
text is that which is now in circulation. But the heretics, to 
whom he imputes by conjectwre the interpolation of these 
passages, which he thinks objectionable in Origen, and which 
he therefore takes on himself to alter, would have hardly done 


1 Corruptions, Pt. IT. p. 78. de Principiis and Preef. Lib. tert. pp. 45, 
3 Origen, Prologus Rufini in Libros | 107, Bened. Ed. 
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so without a conspiracy to that effect amongst all of their 
body in Christendom, wherever a manuscript of Origen then 
was—a thing very improbable in itself. Even mutilation of 
manuscripts though much more easy than interpolation, is 
proved to have been very difficult to do effectually; that is 
to say, in ἃ manner so universal, that all the manuscripts 
should conspire. ‘Thus the five last chapters of Irenseus, were 
suppressed in all the editions of Irenzeus, which preceded that 
of Feuardentius, and upon the faith of manuscripts. The 
extinction of them, however, effected, as is supposed, by those 
who disapproved of the doctrine of the Millennium, which they 
advocated, was not so complete, but that Feuardentius found 
them in his own manuscript, and replaced them, future editors 
following him; and now they stand as a monument of the 
impracticability of this kind of fraud. 

There is another complaint still made by James against the 
edition of Manutius—that it omits the 74th and 75th Epis- 
tles ; the first, one of Cyprian “ad Pompeium contra Epis- 
tolam Stephani;” the latter an Epistle of Firmilianus to 
Cyprian ; and both of them taking very great liberties with 
the Pope. But these are found in all the manuscripts, so that 
no attempt was made to suppress them in the middle ages ;- 
and they were even restored by Pamelius in his edition, which 
came out four years later than that of Manutius,' and are now 
in the Benedictine edition. 

Daillé also notices® a wilful omission of the sentence “ Et 
vestram quoque sententiam”* in Ep. xi. to the people of 
Carthage, in Pamelius’ edition and in the two editions which had 
preceded it—these words showing that the people took part 
in the affairs and deliberations of the Church, together with 
the clergy ; on which account, says Daillé, they were sup- 
pressed. But it wus a suppression, for the words are confessed 
to have been in the manuscripts, which had therefore been 
kept pure*; and they were restored in subsequent editions, 
and now are found in the Benedictine. And the same is true 
of the alteration of “ Petrum” for “ Petram”’ made by Pame- 


' James, Pt. 11. p. 87. plures, secundum Domini disciplinam 
3 Duille, p. 88. et confessorum preesentiam et vestram 
8 Audiant, queso, patienter consilium | quoque sententiam, beatorum martyrum 
nostrum ; expectent regressionem nos- | literas et desideria examinare possimus. 
tram ut, cum ad vos per Dei misericor- | —Cyprian, Ep. xi. § 8. 
- diam venerimus, convocati coepiscopi * See Benedict. Ed. p. 898. - 
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lius in the 40th Letter, also noticed by Daillé: it was made 
against the manuscripts, and has since been corrected by the 
Romanists themselves. 

I do not observe any other charge against the Romanists 
with respect to their treatment of Cyprian besides these ; for 
as to the last three letters, printed in the Benedictine edition 
of Cyprian, the editor himself does not pretend that they. are 
genuine—habes fatentem reum—and yet what a temptation 
must they have been under in dealing with him, to mutilate 
him, if they knew what was in him! For who can read 
Cyprian without perceiving the strong testimony he bears 
against the Romanists in many most vital dogmas, he a 
Latin Father too, and therefore so much more accessible than a 
Greek ; so that if they spared his writings, whose should 
they spoil? Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, in the 48th Letter, 
writes to Cyprian and tells him of the schismatical proceedings 
of Novatianus, Novatus, and others ; and in the 49th, Cyprian 
replies to Cornelius, approving what he had done, confirming 
his ill opinion of Novatus by a report of his proceedings at 
Carthage before he went to Rome, where his attempts to dis- 
turb the Church were the same as those he had made at Car- 
thage ; “only,” adds Cyprian, “as Rome, on account of its 
magnitude, ought to take the lead of Carthage, his achieve- 
ments there have been worse and more mischievous.” Is this 
the ground on which the modern Church of Rome would have 
its superiority established? The 55th Letter of Cyprian is 
addressed to the same Cornelius in terms quite didactic— 
Cornelius, it should seem, having invited his counsel in a 
difficulty. Again, his 67th Letter is written to Stephanus, 
the successor of Cornelius, entirely in the language of an 
equal, the Gallic Church having appealed for advice to them 
both as conspicuous Bishops of the Church Catholic, and 
Cyprian in this letter suggesting what should be done. The 
68th Letter is an answer to a similar application for counsel 
made by the Church of Spain to Cyprian, and not made, you 
will observe, to the Bishop of Rome. The 74th Letter, ad- 
dressed to Pompeius, a Bishop of Tripolis, animadverts on a 
᾿ letter of the same Stephanus on the subject of the Baptism 
of heretics, in terms of high indignation. He bids Pom- 
peius read this letter of Stephanus, which he incloses to him, 
“and then,” says he, “ you will mark his error yet more and 
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more ; endeavouring, as he does, to assert the cause of the 
heretics against the Christians, and against the Church of God. 
For amongst other things either arrogant, or irrelevant, or 
inconsistent with himself, which he has incautiously written, 
he has added this, ‘If any one, therefore, of any heresy come 


to you, let no innovation on tradition be attempted, and let 


imposition of hands ‘be allowed him on repentance.’ Not 
innovate on tradition,’ Cyprian then exclaims, “as if he was 
not the innovator, who forgets the unity of the Church, and 
usurps the right of imparting his mendacious and _ pestilent 
dipping. . . . What obstinacy and presumption is it to prefer 
human tradition to the Divine will, and not to perceive that 
God is angry as often as human tradition annuls the Divine 
precepts ; saying, ‘Ye have made the commandment of God 
of none effect for the sake of your tradition.’ ... How, 
then, hath the gross perverseness of our brother Stephanus 
gone to that extreme, that he should maintain, that sons may 
be born to God even by the baptism of Marcion, of Valentinus, 
of Apelles, and other blasphemers against God the Father ; 
and say, that remission of sins is given in the name of Christ, 


“even by those who blaspheme the Father and Christ the Lord 


God.” Whilst in the Epistle of Firmilianus on the same sub- 
ject, the 75th, we have language held towards Stephanus as 
strong as Luther’s could have been ; “I am greatly indignant 
at the open and manifest folly of Stephanus.” ‘“ How dili- 
gently hath Stephanus fulfilled these wholesome mandates of 
the Apostle! What lowliness and meekness doth he observe ! 
For what more meek and lowly than to disagree with so many 
Bishops throughout the world, breaking the bond of peace 
with each. by vain words of discord!” “Thus is not Ste- 
phanus ashamed to patronize heretics against the Church, and 
by such patronage to divide the brethren; nay, even to call 
Cyprian a false Christ, a false apostle, a deceitful workman ; 
who, being conscious that he was all these himself, forestalled 
the charge !’’ And much more to the same effect. Is this 
the kind of language which Rome would wish to preserve and: 
circulate? Yet there it is in the manuscripts, which have 
been for ages in her custody! The manner in which she is 
disposed to deal with it (for she feels the pungency of it) is 
by endeavouring to discredit Firmilianus himself; to how little 
" Matt. xv. 6. 
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purpose, however, may be seen in Bishop Pearson’s defence of 
Firmilian, which is attached to Mr. Churton’s recent Life of 
Pearson.’ But this attempt of the Romanists was all fair ; if 
they could succeed in damaging the character of the testimony. 
of Firmilian by argument or historical evidence, well and 
good. But they did not expunge the letter from the manu- 
scripts. Again, in a letter to Quintus, a Bishop of Mauritania,’ 
on the same subject, Cyprian writes, “After all it must not be 
merely custom, but reason, that must decide the question. For 
Peter, whom the Lord chose first, and upon whom he built his 
Church, when Paul afterwards disputed with him on the 
question of circumcision, did not make any arrogant claims 
Sor himself, and say that he had obtained the Primacy, and 
ought to be obeyed by those who were younger and later than 
himself; neither did he despise Paul, because he had been a 
persecutor of the Church, but listened to the sound reasons 
by which Paul maintained his cause.” Again, a few schis- 
matics, who had set up a Bishop of their own at Carthage, 
had sailed to Rome, as we have already seen, and published 
their proceedings there in the hope of finding support. In 
the letter which Cyprian writes to Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, 
to counteract these,* and to which I have before had occasion 
to refer, he asserts principles quite at variance with the pre- 
tensions of the modern Church of Rome. “Since it is deter- 
mined by us all,” says he, “and is a thing no more than just 
and right, that the cause of every one should be heard in the 
place where his offence has been committed, and that his own 
portion of the flock should be assigned to each pastor for him- 
self to guide and govern, having by and by himself to render 
an account of the same to God, it becomes those whom we 
preside over not to run about and bring Bishops into collision 
by their temerity, but to plead their cause in the place where 
they have both their accusers and witnesses, unless it be, that 
to a few desperate and abandoned men the authority of the 
Bishops of Africa may seem less, because they have already 
passed judgment upon them, and condemned by their grave cen- 
sure those whom their own consciences had condemned already.” 
There is an independence here claimed for separate Churches, 
which would not suit the Pope of Rome of later times, as_ 


_'Bp. Pearson’s Minor Theological | 2. Ep. Ixxi. 
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would neither the assertion contained in an address of Cy- 
prian’s to the Bishops assembled at Carthage to record their 
sentiments on heretical Baptism. <“‘ None of us holds him- 


self to be a Bishop of Bishops, nor by any tyrannical threats 


drives his colleagues to the necessity of obedience, inasmuch 
as every Bishop must exercise his free judgment according to 
the right of liberty he possesses.”’ I could produce abun- 
dance of passages on the Supremacy of the same character 
from Cyprian, and am only embarrassed by the affluence of 
my resources. 

Again, we find in the 63rd Epistle many expressions alto- 
gether inconsistent with their author’s belief in Transubstan- 
tration. “Christ’s Blood seems to be in the cup (videtur 
esse in calice)”——“ is represented (ostenditur)”——“ water alone 
cannot possibly express the Blood of Christ (que sola Christi 
sanguinem non possit exprimere.)” But as I referred to these 
passages at some length in the second Lecture, I now only 
remind you of them. There is another passage, however, to 
which I did not then advert, to the same purport, in the 76th 
Epistle. “ When the Lord calls the bread his Body (vocat), 
made up as that bread is of many grains, he indicates, that 
our people, whom he bare, were to be wnifed ; and when he 
calls the wine his Blood (appellat), made up as that wine is 
from many berries of the grape, he signifies that our flock is 
composed of an wnited multitude.” The use of such terms 
is inconsistent with the existence of a belief in Transubstan- 
tiation in the mind of Cyprian at the time. Yet remember, 
all these expressions, from which we draw so important a 
conclusion, are found in manuscripts preserved for us by the 
Romanists. 

. Again, observe the manner in which the question of 
Tradition is treated of by Cyprian. It was touched upon in 
a former quotation, but it requires to be more distinctly pro- 
duced: my object, you will bear in mind, being all along to 
show that the character of the writings of Cyprian, even as 
we have them at present, is in itself a presumption, that the . 
Romanists cannot have meddled with them to any amount ; 

1 Neque enim quisquam nostrim | libertatis et potestatis sum arbitrium 
episcopum se esse episcoporum consti- | proprium, tamque judicari ab alio non 
tuit, aut tyrannico terrore ad obsequendi | possit, quam nec ipse potest alterum 


necessitatem collegas suos adigit, quan- | judicare.—Concil. Carthag. sub Cypri- 
do habeat omnis episcopus pro licentié ) ano VIL 
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and that it is unfair, therefore, to insinuate the charge with- 
out some definite evidence of it. Thus, “ Whence is this 
tradition?” says Cyprian, in answer to Stephanus on one 
occasion, when he had pleaded it against him. ‘“ Whence is 
this tradition? Does it descend from the authority of the 
Lord and the Gospel, or from the mandates and Epistles of 
the Apostles? For God testifies that those things are to be 
done, which are written ; his language to Joshua being, ‘This — 
book of the Law shall not depart from thy mouth, but thou 
shalt meditate therein day and night, that thou mayest observe 
to do according to all that is written therein.” And the same 
Lord sends his Apostles and commands them to baptize all 
nations, and to teach them to observe all things whatsoever 
He hath commanded.’ If, therefore, it is either taught in the 
Gospel, or is contained in the Epistles of the Apostles, or in 
the Acts, that persons coming from whatever heresy are not 
to be baptized, but are simply to receive imposition of hands 
as penitents, let this Divine and holy tradition be observed. 
But if they are always named as enemies, and antichrists, as 
to be avoided and as self-condemned, how can they not be 
condemned by us?”* Again, “Let us, I say, as faithful 
servants of God, defend the camp, committed to us from above, 
with trustworthy valour: and let not custom, which hath be- 
guiled some, prevail with us against truth. For custom 
without truth is merely antiquity of error.”* Once more in 
the same Epistle, “If a pipe, which supplied water, suddenly 
failed, should we not go to the fountain-head to know the 
cause, whether the spring was dry, or whether the failure was 
between, in the middle—the pipe broken or leaky— in order 
that this being repaired, the water might be restored to the 
city, fresh and full? So ought the priests of God to act in 
keeping the Divine precepts. If the truth is in any particular 
shaken or damaged, we must revert to the Divine source, to 
Evangelical and Apostolical tradition, that our conduct may 
proceed according to the origin it springs from.” The terms 
Evangelical and Apostolical tradition, pointing, it should 
seem, to the written Gospels and Epistles, to which reference 
had been made as a standard already in the same letter. In 
the Council of the 87 Bishops, whose sentiments Cyprian has 
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left on record, Libosus of Vaga said, “The Lord in the Gospel 
declared, ‘I am the truth.’ He did not say, ‘I am custom.’ 
Therefore, when trath is discovered, custom must give place 
to it.”! Inthe same Council, Felix of Bussacens said, “ Let 
no one prefer custom to reason and truth in admitting heretics 
without Baptism into the Church.” Further yet, in the 
Epistle of Firmilianus the Church of Rome is boldly charged 
with not conforming in all respects itself to tradition; and 
tradition is again tested by Scripture. “ But that the brethren 
at Rome themselves do not keep primitive tradition in all 
particulars, and that they pretend to the authority of the 
Apostles without ground, one may know from this, that with 
regard to the time of celebrating Easter and many other mys- 
teries of religion, they seem to observe different customs from 
others, from the Church of Jerusalem for umstance—and so 
in very many provinces, many other things differ accord- 
ing to the difference of places and names, and yet there is no 
departure on this account from the peace and unity of the 
Catholic Church. Whereas, Stephanus has dared to break 
that peace with you, which his predecessors have always 
maintained towards you in mutual love and honour; and has 
even dared to defame Peter and Paul, the blessed Apostles, as 
though the tradition had come from them, whereas in their 
Epistles they execrate heretics, and warn us to avoid them.” 

1 am not now determining how far Cyprian is judicious in 
all his remarks on the subject of tradition ; or how far the ac- 
cidental circumstance of the Bishop of Rome being against him 
on a great question, and pressing him with tradition, which 
that Bishop maintained was against him too, drove Cyprian, a 
man of hot temperament, or Firmilianus, who seems to have 
been of the same, to disparage tradition unduly, and in a 
manner, which might be made to recoil on themselves ; but I 
venture to claim these passages as conceived in a spirit utterly 
adverse to the teaching of Rome on this difficult question ; and 
I venture to claim them too as passages, which she would have 
been likely to expunge from the manuscripts, had she made no 
conscience at al] about the custody of such documents; and 
had simply used them in whatever way appeared most'for the 
advantage of the Romish Church—unless, indeed, she was 
ignorant of the contents of Cyprian’s works; which is an 

* Concil. Carthag. sub Cypriano VII. 
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alternative that answers my purpose equally well; for she 
could not interpolate what she did not read. 

Again, on the subject of Absolution, the language of 
Cyprian is remarkable for its moderation. Thus even Corne- 
lius himself, the Bishop of Rome, writes in a letter found 
in Cyprian,' as follows. ‘We restored Maximus to his place 
in the Church, and received the rest, the people greatly 
approving. But we left the whole to God, im whose power all 
things gre reserved.” In another Epistle Cyprian himself, 
after saying that no absolution was to be had for schismatics,” 
however they might get through the preliminary forms, pro- 
ceeds, “ Who under such circumstances would not resign him- 
self to despair?” and adds, the Church then is not to repel 
penitents ; “and inasmuch as there can be no confession in 
the grave, penitents must be received into the Church again 
before they die, and must be reserved in it for the Lord, 
who, when He shall come to His Church, will himself 
determine who are they that He finds within it.”’ Nor are 
we left at a loss to know the rule by which Cyprian imagines 
the Deity will act on such occasions. For in another place‘ 
of the same Epistle, he says, “Neither do we prejudice the 
judgment of God, who if He finds the penitence of the sinner 
full and satisfactory, will ratify that which we have decreed. 
But if any one have cheated us by a show of penitence, God 
who will not be mocked, and who knows the heart, will 
determine from matters which have escaped our eye, and 
rectify the decision of his ministers.” There are several other 
passages in Cyprian carefully referring to God as the fountain 
of all pardon, however he may make his Priests the conditional 
instruments of conveying it." Would this be the tone in 
which the Church of Rome would willingly speak on the sub- 
ject of Absolution? Yet she was the guardian of the manu- 
scripts that put us in. possession of the evidence against 
herself. 

With respect to Purgatory, Cyprian may here be in some 
degree wise beyond what is written ; but the Church of Rome 

1 Ep. xlvi. § 2. cipi et in ipsA Domino reservari, qui ad 
3.7. e. as long as they continued in | Ecclesiam suam venturus de illis utique, 
schism. rian is argaing against | quos in eA intus invenerit, judicabit.— 
those who objected to the restoration | Ep. 111. § 29. 4 Ep. lii. § 18. 
of the lapsed.— Ed. 5 See De Lapsis, §§ xvi. xvii. Testi- 
2 In Ecclesiam debent interius sus- | moniorum, III. c. xxviii. 
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at any rate would find no plea for the monstrous abuses, 
which have grown up under her teaching, in the writings of 
Cyprian at least. He appears to consider that the souls of 
none are so free from the stain of sin when they die, as to be 
fit at once to enjoy the presence of God, that the last farthing 
(an expression which we have seen other of the Fathers apply 
to the remains of sin, which are to be scoured out of the soul 
by some discipline even after death) is to be paid by all, how- 
ever good, except the martyrs; they are excused the rigorous 
exaction.' This premised, we read in him such passages as 
the following, “‘ Believe then, and live ye: and ye who perse- 
cute us for a time, rejoice with us for eternity ; when ye depart 
hence, no place will be left for repentance, no opportunity for 
making satisfaction will remain. Here it is, that our life 
is lost or kept. Here we must provide for our eternal salva- 
tion by the worship of Gud, and the fruits of faith. Whelst 
we are in the world no repentance is too late. The way to 
God’s indulgence lies open; and access is easy for those who 
seek and understand His truth, Do you, even at the very 
last, when this temporal life is on the point of setting, beg 
pardon of God for your sins; beseech Him confessing and 
believing ; and pardon is granted you: the Divine compassion 
is accorded to your faith; and at the point of death a passage 
is made for you to immortality.”* And again, “ Whatsoever 
God finds you when he calls you, such will he judge you.” * 
And again in the same tract, “Behold then the world is 
shaking, and bespeaks its downfall, not from age, but from 
its end being come: and do you not give God thanks, who is 
removing you from the catastrophe?” “Who, when abroad, 
and on his return home, does not wish for speed? And for a 
prosperous wind, that he may the sooner embrace those who 
are dear to him? Paradise is our country. Why do we not 
hasten to salute our relations, who are there before us? Num- 
bers of parents, of brothers, of sons? What a joy will it 
be in common to them and to ourselves, to meet together 
again |” * 

Here there may be some difficulty in reconciling the former 
with the latter statements, though perhaps the assertions of 
Cyprian, on the whole, may be thought to amount to no more 


1 De Laude Martyrii, § xiii. 8 6 Mortalitate, § xvii. 
* Ad Demetrianum, § xxv. 6 §§ xxv. xxvi. 
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than this, that the fruition of the righteous spirits will not 
be perfect, though partial fruition there will be for them, till 
after the judgment, when soul and body shall have been united 
again, that till then there will be an amari aliquid in ipsis_ 
floribus. But however that may be, I only adduce the pas- 
sages to show that a Romanist, who had to defend his Church 
on the doctrine of Purgatory, as that doctrine has been prac- 
tically held by that Church for many years past, would not 
thank the manuscripts of Cyprian for backing him no better 
than thus; and that if he knew their contents, and did not 
meddle with them in order to mend them, it is fair to sup- 
pose that it might be his honesty which stood in his way. 
Again, the writings of Cyprian seem to furnish evidence, 
not demonstrative, but all that could be expected under the 
circumstances, against the practice, much more against the 
Sacrament, of Extreme Unction.' At least, I come to such 
conclusion, from perceiving that on one or two occasions there 
is no mention made of it, where mention of it might have 
been expected. Thus, in a letter to the clergy touching the 
treatment of the lapsed and the catechumens, having observed 
that there appeared no likelihood of his being able to return 
to them, and as the summer was coming on, which was a 
season of sickness, it was necessary that provision should be 
made respecting the brethren, Cyprian continues, “If any 
of them shall have received recommendations from the mar- 
tyrs, and shall find themselves in a dangerous disease, they 
shall not wait the presence of the Bishop, but after con- 
fession made to a Priest, or in his absence to a Deacon, 
they shall receive imposition of hands from him, and be re- 


Extreme Unction. It is a comment on 
the 22nd Psalm, applying it in detail to 


? There is mention made by Irenseus 
(I. c. xxi. § 5) of a certain party 


amongst the heretics, who communi- 
eated their rite of initiation to dying 
persons by pouring upon their heads a 
mixture of water and oil, in order to 
prepare their souls for passing invisibly 
through the spiritual’ princedoms and 
powers, that were opposed to them, and 
escaping their hands; but it is not to 
be supposed that the Romanists would 
claim this as their precedent for Ex- 
treme Unction. 

In Justin Martyr there is a passage 
where the closing scene of life is 
touched on without any allusion to 


Christ; and when the verses 20 and 21 
present themselves, Justin procceds : 
‘Then his asking that his soul should 
be saved from the sword, and from the 
lion’s mouth, and from the paw of the 
dog, was a petition that no one might 
get the dominion over his soul : in order 
that we ourselves, when on the point of 
departing out of life, may make the 
same request of God, who is able to 


| turn away from us every shameless, 


every evil angel, that it may not lay 
hold of our souls.”—Dial. § 105. 
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stored to the Lord in peace.”' Here the death of the par- 
ties is contemplated, and the Pax of the Church is to be 
communicated to them ; yet no allusion is made to the rite of 
.Extreme Unction. And this admission of the sick, before 
death, to the “ Peace” of the Church (a vestige of the custom 
still remaining in our Service for the Visitation of the Sick, 
which commences with “Peace be to this house!’’) is many 
times referred to in the Epistles of Cyprian, but still without 
any notice of Extreme Unction. In Ep. xiv. “And when 
certain of the Lapsed, set themselves to extort by violence 
‘Peace’ from the Martyrs and Confessors, I so far yielded, 
that if any who had a Martyr’s recommendation should 
be in danger of death, his confession was to be received, 
hands imposed on him, and he to be restored to the Lord.” 
And in Epistle xxxi., an Epistle which those of his clergy 
who lived at Rome wrote to Cyprian, we read, “ We have 
thought that nothing new should be done before the appoint- 
ment of our Bishop: that until such appointment, those of 
the Lapsed who should be sick unto death, and whose case, 
therefore, would admit of no delay, on their penitence and 
teurs should be comforted, but with caution, it being left to 
God to do what He would with such persons, but we on our 
sides taking care that no over facility should be laid to our 
own charge.” I think that in one or more of these passages 
it would have been natural that some mention should have 
been made of Extreme Unction, had that rite been then an 
established usage of the Church. And. in the silence there is 
with respect to it, I still find an argument in favour of the 
manuscript of Cyprian not having been medicated by the 
Romanists. 

On the whole, indeed, with regard to the Sacraments, the 
testimony of Cyprian, so far as it goes, is in favour of two 
only as generally necessary to salvation, Baptism and the 
Supper of the Lord. For so much I infer from the following 
paragraph in the third book “Of the Testimonies against the 
Jews:’’ “It is to little purpose to be baptized and to receive 
the Eucharist, unless we also abound in good works.”* Why 
single out these two ordinances as the peculiar means of salva- 


1 Ep. xii. proficiat—Testimoniorum, lib. III. c. 
3 Parum esse baptizari et Eucharis- | xxvi. 
tiam accipere, nisi quis factis et opere 
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tion, to the exclusion of others, unless there was something 
in them of more than common efficacy ; something in them 
which set them above other rites of the Church, however other 
rites might also be called in common parlance Sacramenta 
also ?—~an inference, I observe by the way, seconded by a pas- 
sage in Justin of a similar import, where, having mentioned 
the stick (ξύλον) which Elisha cast into the river, and so 
recovered the ax-head, thereby making the sons of the pro- 
phets to proceed in building their house, he adds, “in like 
manner did Christ recover us, when plunged into the depths 
of sin, by being crucified on the wood, and by purifying us 
through the water, and so did he make a house of prayer and 
adoration” '—the two Sacraments of the Eucharist and Bap- 
tism here also represented, though indirectly, as the ordinances 
more especially necessary to salvation. The argument is cer- 
tainly rather founded on the silence of Cyprian, than on his 
assertion. But we are not to expect from him a formal decla- 
ration that there are two Sacraments (in the sense I suppose), 
if nobody in his time imagined that there were more. The 
negative testimony is all that the case admits of. Once more 
I ask, Is there any symptom of Romish interference with the 
copies of Cyprian here ? 

It is true that in Cyprian, as we have found was the fact 
with other of the Fathers before him, the germ or rudiment of 
several opinions and practices which eventually became abuses 
of the Church of Rome, are to be discovered. But it is the germ 
or rudiment only, and it must be ever remembered in how 
different a light we see these faint beginnings after the abuse 
has become inveterate and notorious, from that in which they 
would be regarded whilst they were yet initiative only, and 
when no such evil consequence could have been anticipated. 
I discover, for instance, in Cyprian’s picture of the Church, 
the elements of the Nun; I mean in the mention he makes 
of virgins who had dedicated themselves to Christ, not, how- 
ever, it should seem by a vow, but rather by a resolution, and 
conditionally.” But when Cyprian applauded such self-denial, 
could he foresee the excess to which the system of the convent 
was in process of time to prevail, or the evils that were to flow 
from it? And. would he not probably think he was but 


1 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 86. ginum, §§ iv. xxii. 
3 Cyprian, Ep. lxii.; De Habitu Vir- | 
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speaking in unison with St. Paul, “I say, therefore, to the 
unmarried and widows, it is good for them if they abide 
even as 17”! 

Again, I detect the shadow of coming events in the lan- 
guage which Cyprian, when speaking against premature and 
reckless absolution, incidentally uses, with respect to the in- 
fluence of the Martyrs—That “he believes,” 6. g. “that the 
merits of the martyrs, and the works of the just, may have 
great power with the Judge ; but it must be when the day of 
judgment comes, and when, after the consummation of all 
things here, we shall stand before the judgment seat of 
Christ ;”* his meaning, perhaps, explained by another pas- 
sage, where he apostrophizes certain confessors in prison, in 
substance as follows :—‘ Happy they who have finished their 
course, and have gone to their Lord’s embrace! But your 
glory is no less, whilst ye tarry and set others an example. 
Ye fear not death, but rather desire it. Now is the time, 
brethren dearly beloved, for you to remember me in your 
prayers, which must be prevailing, for what.can you ask from 
the goodness of the Lord which you do not deserve to obtain?”? 
—the latter paragraph, I say, seeming to throw light upon the 
former; and the two taken together to be understood as 
affirming that the prayers of living martyrs, for the term mar- 
tyr may be applied to the living, would find such favour in 
God's sight as would recommend their petitions for others to 
God, and be found to have done them service at the judgment 
day. Still, in such language as this, I say, it is possible we 
may detect the intercession of departed saints, as invoked by 
the later Church of Rome, gradually gaining a footing in the 
Church. 

As again, in the certificates of character or Libelli furnished 
by the Martyrs to those amongst the Lapsed, whose welfare 
they felt interested in, certificates which were honoured in the 
Church, and which admitted the bearers of them again into 
communion with the Church,* I can imagine I recognise traces 
of the Indulgences of Papal Rome; more especially as these 
Libelli themselves were greatly abused, insomuch that Cyprian 
has to lay the issue of them under regulations’; common 


' 1 Cor. vii. 8. 4Ep.x. Ep. xiv. 
3 De Lapsis, § xvii. 5 Ep. x. 
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friends of the Martyrs and the Lapsed inducing the Martyrs 
to give certificates on the faith of their recommendation to 
persons with whom they were themselves unacquainted, and in 
whose character they were often grossly deceived, and if I 
understand a particular expression rightly these dishonest go- 
betweens, in some instances, making a sale of their services. 
“ But this may be brought about if you regulate those requests 
which are made to you by religious considerations, taking care 
to understand and repress those who, having a respect to per- 
sons, either pay compliments by means of your favours, or 
make a pecuniary profit by means of this unlawful negotiation 
of theirs.” ' The sanction given to these Libelli by the Church, 
might or might not be indiscreet even at the time, though we 
must consider of what importance it was to the Church that 
her Martyrs in those days should be treated with the highest 
honour—persecution warring against the Church, and bent on 
extirpating it—we must remember how much the propagation 
of the true faith depended on the steadfastness of the confessor, 
and how reasonable, therefore, it was to brace him up to his 
arduous conflict by every subordinate motive which might 
weigh with him. But however that may be, it would be hard 
indeed to visit the Primitive Church with our condemnation for 
allowing these Libelli (putting them, too, under restrictions), 
because we happen to know, what it was impossible she 
should, that they might be stepping-stones to Papal Indulgences. 

I say that in Cyprian we may discover such foretastes of 
future opinions and practices of the Church of Rome, as these 
are examples of; but they are surely not of a character to 
imply that his writings have been tampered with by Romanists. 
The Romanists would not have been likely to content them- 
selye with representing questionable features of their Church 
in the distance, so very faintly as this, or have made no other 
use of antiquity to sanction their abuses, than this inadequate 
one. ‘Take them all as the faithful picture of Cyprian’s own 
times, and everything falls into its right place; they become © 
usages very likely to prevail under the circumstances of the 
Church at that period, and such as might be supposed to grow 


1 Hoo autem totum potest fieri, si ea | pientes, in beneficiis vestris aut grati- 
que ἃ vobis petuntar religiosA contem- | ficantur, aut illicite: negotiationis nun- 
platione moderemini, intelligentes et | dinas aucupantur.—Ep. x. § ὃ. 
comprimentes eos, qui, personas acci- 
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no less naturally in the course of subsequent generations into 
the malpractices that succeeded. This theory, which is the 
obvious one, renders all recourse to Papal interpolation as 
needless, as such provision is inadequate to explain all the 
particulars of the case. 

In all that I have been saying in this and the two last 
Lectures, my immediate object has been to show from internal 
evidence, on a general survey of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, that 
when Daillé and others would disparage these Fathers at least 
—for I predicate nothing with respect to such as are of a later 
date—by charging them in the mass as alloyed by Romish 
interpolations, and, consequently, as unworthy of our trust, 
they are not dealing fairly by them ; nor yet by those persons, 
who, but for the false impression of them they have thus re- 
ceived, might have been disposed to read them and judge for 
themselves of their merits. But, for argument’s sake, let these 
Fathers be as full of Romish interpolations and corruptions as 
you please, they still do bear, as you have seen, very strong 
testimony to very many capital points in favour of the practice 
and doctrine of the Church of: England, and against those of 
the Church of Rome. Take them as they are, with all their 
reputed imperfections on their heads, and still this is true of 
them ; and the more you insist on their imperfections, the more 
you make that testimony tell: since, if carrying so much 
weight, as you say they do, they still run for the Reformers, 
what would they do, if they were not weighted at all ? 

Surely this must have been the impression on Jewel’s mind, 
when he ventured on his famous challenge—and the impression 
on the minds of the Non-jurors, when they, as I believe they 
did, renewed it—and the impression on Archbishop Wake’s, 
when he translated and put into circulation several of their 
writings—and on Archbishop Potter’s, when he edited one of 
them—and the impression of both the one and the other, when 
by their influence and example, they directed, as no doubt they 
did, that attention to these writers at Oxford, which caused 
several of them to be put forth from the press of that University 
—and the impression of Bishop Pearson, Bishop Bull, and 
Bishop Beveridge, when they respectively defended and made 
such liberal use of them—and of Dr. Waterland, when he 
drew so many of the weapons of his warfare from the same 
armoury. These men did not think they were abetting the 
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cause of Rome, when they were thus bringing into notice the 
works of the Primitive Fathers ; but, on the contrary, fancied 
that they were opposing it in a manner the most legitimate, 
and the most likely in the long run to be successful. And it 
would not be a thing which the Chutch of England would 
have to lament, if she had these divines for her living cham- 
pions now, in the room of many others who undertake her 
defence on other principles. 

Neither can I persuade myself to believe that the outcry 
against these Fathers, raised by Daillé and the foreign 
Churches, and joined in by Dissenting communities at home 
so loudly since, and to this day, is altogether prompted by 
apprehensions of Rome, however it may be convenient to 
make that the pretext. I suspect that this jealousy of them 
arises from the opposition they evidently offer to the latitu- 
dinarian notions on religious matters which have established 
themselves both abroad and in this country since the Reforma- 
tion, through causes which I enumerated in my first Lecture, 
and which notions had not occupied the minds of the Reformers 
themselves. How can Non-episcopalians or Anti-episcopalians 
bear such phraseology with patience as Xepis τούτων, i. 6. 
Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, ἐκκλησία οὐ καλεῖται"---- 
observe them representing, as ἃ matter of course, secession 
from the Episcopal Church as heresy and schism*? How can 
they do more than pity the pains they take to trace the suc- 
cession of the Bishops in the Churches up to the Apostles 
themselves, and the stress they lay upon the continuity being 
unbroken *? How can the various sects with which the country 
abounds lend their countenance to writers, in whom are found 
such passages as the following, passages which, if they do not 
reflect upon their own practices throughout, they must feel do 
so In many particulars. “In the first place, it is a matter of 
uncertainty who is a catechumen, who a believer; they as- 


1 Ignatius, Ad Trallianos, § iii., quoted 
by Bishop Pearson on the Creed. Article 
ix. 


3 Unde scire debes episcopum in ec- 
clesia esse et ecclesiam in episcopo, et 
si quis cum episcopo non sit, in ecelesia 
non esse; et frustra sibi blandiri eos 

qui pacem cum sacerdotibus Dei non 
habentes obrepunt et latenter apud 
quosdam communicare se credunt, 


quando ecclesia, qu catholica et una 
est, scissa non sit neque divisa.—Cy- 
prian, Ep. lxix. § 8. 

Novatianus im ecclesiAé non est, nec 
episcopus computari potest, qui evan- 
gelica et apostolica traditione contempta, 
nemini succedens a 86 ipso ortus est.— 
Ep. lxxvi. § 3, et alibi. 

® See Irenseus, 111. ὁ. iii. 
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semble alike, hear alike, pray alike—heathens with them, if 
such chance to come in. They throw what is holy to the dogs, 
and give their pearls, though not real ones, to theswine. They 
call that simplicity, which is, in fact, the prostration of dis- 
cipline ; and our concern for it, pandering. They are for peace 
everywhere, with everybody ; for they care not what differ- 
ences there may be among themselves, provided they co-operate 
for the destruction of the one simple truth.”' “The Catechu- 
mens are perfect before they are taught. The very women are 
heretics ; and how saucy are they ! how bold are they to teach, 
to contend, to exorcize, to make promises of healing, perhaps 
even to baptize. Then the ordinations of these heretics are 
rash, light, inconstant. Now they appoint neophytes; now 
persons employed in secular affairs ; now apostates from us, in 
order that they may hold them by the love of distinction ; 
seeing that they cannot by truth. Nowhere is promotion 
more easy than in the camp of the rebels; for to be found 
there is enough to secure advancement. Accordingly, one is 
Bishop to-day ; another, to-morrow: he is to-day a Deacon, 
who is to-morrow a reader: to-day, a Presbyter, who is to- 
morrow a layman (laicus) ; for they assign priestly offices even 
to laymen.? And what shall I say touching the ministration 
of the Word? their object being not to convert the heathen, 
but to subvert us.”* Is not a sentence like this enough to 
condemn the author of it in the eyes of multitudes of persons 
in this country, letting alone the question of Popery, which is 
the side more convenient to attack him on? And the whole 
tract “ De Preescriptione Hereticorum,”’ one of the most valu- 
able of his works, is written in a spirit like this. What quarter 
could Tertullian expect with such a vein in him as we have 
here? How should those who are not impressed with the 
great dignity of Baptism be satisfied with those who call it 
the laver in which we are regenerated‘; the ordinance by 
which, through the Spirit, there is regeneration to God*; the 


1 Simplicitatem volunt esse prostra-| 3. Nam et laicis sacerdotalia munera 
tionem discipline, cujus penes nos cu- | injungunt.—Tertullian, De Preescript. 
ram lenocinium vocant. Pacem quo- | Heret. c. xli. 
que passim cum omnibus miscent: nihil| * Cum hoc sit negotium illis, non 
enim interest illis, licet diversa tractan- | ethnicos convertendi, sed nostros ever- 
tibus, dum ad unius veritatis expugna- | tendi.—c. xlii. 
tionem conspirent.— Teftullian, De 4 Justin Martyr. Apolog. I. §§ 61, 62. 
Prescript. Heret. ¢. xli. δ Treneeus, III. ο. xvii. § 1. 
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bath which cleanses away the filth of the soul’; that, by which 
the likeness of him who was first formed after the image of 
God is restored’? ; that by which sin, whether original or actual, 
is removed *; and who describe it in numberless other phrases, 
which I may produce hereafter when the question of Baptism 
comes before us, all calculated to enhance the importance of 
this great mystery? Or how shall those who regard the 
Eucharist as no more than a commemorative supper, be con- 
tent to give currency to the opinions of those who speak of it 
aS an ordinance consisting of two parts, an earthly and a 
heavenly *; as in some sense or other an oblation, perhaps such 
in the unconsecrated elements, perhaps such in the repre- 
sentation of the Passion, or perhaps such in both’; or again, 
who love to enlarge upon it as the Communion of the Body of 
the Lord, the Communion of his Blood‘; as that which hav- 
ing received the Logos of God’ imparts it to the soul, and, 
through it, immortalizes the body, with more to a like effect, 
which may be examined on a future occasion? How can 
those whose theology inclines them to depress the virtue of 
the Sacraments as the appointed means of grace, look with 
favour upon authors who exalt those Sacraments so emphati- 
cally? Or how, again, can those, who either reject our Book 
of Common Prayer, or partially assert it, or consent to bracket 
it, regard with any other feelings than those of distaste primi- 


tive writers, who bear witness both to the general style of it, - 


as well as to the early observance of Saints’ Days*; of Daily 
Prayers in the Congregation®; of Fasts®; of an Offertory"'; 
and much more? How very few of our newspapers, by which 
our theology is now a good deal regulated, would approve of 
any part of this evidence; or have any opinion of men who 
had left such matters on record ! 

I have drawn your attention to this feature in the writings 
of the early Fathers, in order that you may give them fair 
play. They are to be read with caution, no doubt ; and there 
are not many books of which you may not say the same with 


1 Clem. Alex. Pedag. III. c. ix. p.| 7 § 8. 


282. 8 Cyprian, Epp. xxxiv. xxxvii. 
3 Tertullian, De Baptismo, c. v. 9 Epp. xxiv. xxxiv. 
3 Cyprian, Ep. lix. Ι0 Tertullian, De Jejuniis, 6. xiii. ; 
* Ireneeus, IV. c. xviii. § 5. Clem. Alex. Stromat. VII. § xii. p. 877. 
5 LV. 6. xvii. § 5; ὁ. xviii. § 2. 11 Tbid. 
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truth. But do not take for granted, that all who accuse them 
of ministering to Popery, are set against them for that reason ; 
for they may be set against them for ministering to many 
other things far better than Popery. And whilst you use all 
diligence to detect any interpolations, corruptions, or omissions, 
by which they have been abused, and express natural indigna- 
tion against the instruments of such frauds, be they who they 
may, do not conclude simply because Daillé may tell you so, 
or anybody else, that there is nothing left in them which can 
be received with confidence; but use your own sense, and be 
honest enough, and industrious enough, to discriminate. 
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The Fathers objected to by Daillé on account of their obscurity. Value of inci- 
dental evidence. - Clear testimony of Justin and of Tertullian on the Arian 
question, and on the Eucharist. Charge of wilful obscurity. Occasional re- - 
serve accounted for. Frank exposition of the Christian Ritual in the Apologies. 
Reserve of Clemens Alexandrinus. Plan of his writings; and motive of it. 
Difficulty of Tertullian. Method of studying him recommended. Testimony 
of the Fathers to principles distasteful to Daillé. Further objection to their 
style on account of the change which has taken place in the meaning of words. 
Corresponding changes in things to be tested by comparison with the Primitive 
Church. Result of that comparison. 


N the last three Lectures we have seen Daillé contending 
against the value of the Fathers on the ground of the cor- 
ruption of their writings. He now opens another battery 
against them, and argues, that even supposing you have satis- 
fied yourself as to which of these writings are genuine, a 
further difficulty awaits you in their obscurity. So obscure 
are they, from various causes, that it is next to impossible to 
extract from them any meaning which shall suffice to affect 
or settle modern controversies.’ And before he proceeds to 
enumerate the causes of their obscurity, he furnishes us with 
another instance similar to those I have already produced, 
of the determined spirit of exaggeration which animates him 
whilst engaged in this anti-patristic warfare. For fetching a 
compass he actually sets out with impressing on the minds of 
his readers the necessity of an accurate knowledge of Greek 
and Latin in order to understand the Fathers, and gives need- 
lessly, one might think, several examples in the Latin versions 
of some of those written in the former language, which we 
possess, both ancient and modern, of the mistakes which have 
been made from the want of that kind of learning. But this 
is not all, for he then goes on to enlarge upon the difficulty of 
mastering those languages. ‘“ Who does not know,’ says he, 
“what pains it takes to acquire an intimate acquaintance with 
those two tongues? not only what assiduity, but what powers 
1 Daillé, pp. 120, 121. 
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of mind are necessary to get possession of them? a tenacious 
memory, a clear head, unwearied study, ready apprehension, 
daily and diligent reading, and other qualifications of the same 
kind, which are but rarely met with?”' And all this to prove 
the obscurity of the Fathers! As if it did not tell equally 
against all authors whatever, who have written in Greek or 
Latin! But here, as elsewhere, Daillé likes to launch his sub- 
ject, as he thinks, to advantage; and holds it politic. not to 
proceed to his arguments till he has created a gentle prejudice 
against the quarter he is about to assail. The real effect, how- 
ever, of his tactics surely ought to be, to put us on our guard 
against the man who adopts them, and who discloses at the 
very outset the animus, not of a truth-seeker, but of a partisan. 

The first of the causes of this obscurity in the Fathers of 
which he complains is, that they wrote before the controver- 
sies with which we are concerned had any existence, and con- 
sequently that they could not have written with any reference 
to them; nay, that the controversies, in which they were 
themselves actively engaged, would rather have the effect of 
leading their minds away from ours.* Thus, that all that can 
be gathered from the Fathers who lived before the Arian 
question was agitated, on that subject, is incidental, and ac- 
cordingly beset with darkness—a darkness similar to that 
which involves their testimony, when applied to the religious 
disputations of our times.* But it is this very circumstance, 
the incidental nature of their evidence, that gives it the value 
it possesses. Suppose, for illustration’s sake, a boundary cause 
was brought into court, and an ancient witness, who knew 
nothing whatever of the litigation, or the parties to it, deposed 
to facts within his own knowledge, which were found inciden- 
tally to bear on the case, would not such testimony, however 
incomplete it might be, weigh with the jury infinitely more 
than the most perfect tale that could be told by any man that 
was behind the scenes, who was mixed up with the parties 
_ and the proceedings, and had taken a side? Daillé’s allusion 
to the Arian question seems unfortunate: for though expres- 
sions which might now be considered incautious with respect 
to the nature of the Son, are certainly to be met with in the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, one or two of which he produces from 
Justin and Tertullian, yet it seems to me impossible for per- 

) 1 Daillé, p. 130. 2p. 188. 3 p. 184, 
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sons of plain understanding to read these Fathers, and not be 
satisfied that the whole stream of evidence which they present 
goes to establish the fact, that they had no doubt about the 
Godhead of the Son ; and that though they might not use the 
very term συναΐδιος, they did believe Him to be co-eternal 
with the Father ; and though they did not use the very term 
ὁμοούσιος, they did believe Him to be consubstantial with the 
Father ; and that when such incorrect expressions as those I 
have referred to happen to drop from them, they may be ac- 
counted for most satisfactorily, by the inartificial state of theo- 
logical controversy at that time; the want of those technical 
terms in which the polemics of later days learned to express 
themselves, after Councils had tutored them, and successive 
heresies had rendered the use of an exact nomenclature in 
dealing with them necessary. 

It is inconvenient to enter into many details in proof of 
this at present, but I state the fixed impression on my own 
mind ; and take which of the Ante-Nicene Fathers you will, 
the result, I am persuaded, will be what I say. Daillé, for 
instance, happens to refer to Justin and Tertullian. What if 
Justin does press the Jew with the argument that “ the God 
who appeared to Moses and the Patriarchs was the Son and 
not the Father, inasmuch as the Father did not change place, 
or ascend, or descend.”' Or, again, that “No one ever saw 
the Father and ineffable Lord of all things and of Christ him- 
self; but only saw Him, who according to his will is God, his 
Son and Angel from ministering to his purposes,”* which are 
the passages Daillé adduces, and to which I could easily add 
a few others of the same character. They are the unguarded 
expressions, I repeat, of a man who wrote before the Arian con- 
troversy arose: for, with respect to the co-eternity of the Son, 
I find Justin speaking of his being “inseparable from God in 
power,”* as though the connection was of a kind that was 
necessary, and must, therefore, have subsisted from everlasting: 
of his being his only Son iSéws,* κυρίως," peculiarly, properly : 
of his being co-existent with Him, and begotten of Him before 
all creatures’; of his being Wisdom, mentioned in the 8th 


1 Daillé, p. 184. He refers to Justin | 4 Apolog. I. § 23. 
Martyr. Dial. § 60. § 127. 6 II. 56. 
3 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 127. 8 Πρὸ τῶν ποιημάτων καὶ ou καὶ 
8. ᾿Αχώριστος δυνάμει. —Cohort. § 88. | γεννώμενος.--Αροίϊορ. IL. § 6. 
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Chapter of Proverbs,’ of whom it is said, I was set up from ever- 
lasting’: of his being the Person whom the Father addressed 
as another self, when He exclaimed “ Let ws make man : ὃ of 
his being “ the Lord” of the Old Testament, where the Hebrew 
term answering to it is “ Jehovah,” the selfexistent ; as where 


“we read, “The Lord‘ said, Shall I hide from Abraham that 


thing which I do”®; or where we read, “ The Lord rained fire 
from the Lord:”® of his being the Person who spake to Moses 
in the bush, and appropriated to himself the name “J am that 
I am,”’ the necessarily existent, and therefore the existent 
from all eternity to all eternity. And withrespect to the 
consubstantiahty of the Son, I perceive Justin representing 
him as having been in intimate union with the Father from 
everlasting till projected ® by Him for the economy of the uni- 
verse: this process illustrated by the imperfect figure of a 
word emitted by us in conversation being a part of speech 
within us, and not detracting from the latter, so as to leave 
us speechless ®; and the more complete analogy of one fire 
lighted from another fire, without detriment or diminution of 
that from which it proceeded “—this second illustration one 
which Justin advances more than once—his reasoning, be it 
remembered, not directed to prove the consubstantiality of the 
Son and the Father, but to meet the objection that the sub- 
stance of the Father must needs be reduced by the severance 
of the Son, ὦ. 6. on the supposition that the Son is numerically 
different from the Father, which is Justin’s sentiment; the 
consubstantiality of the two Persons, therefore, being all the 
while preswmed to be indisputable." Why, then, cavil about 
an inadvertent word in an unscholastic age, when you have the 
coeternity and consubstantiality clearly affirmed in plain and 
intelligible language, if not in formal terms, on which two 
propositions the whole Arian question turns? 

Again, what if Tertullian talks of the Son being projected 
by the Father, and “the Father being the whole substance, 
the Son a derivation and portion of the whole,” * which is an- 
other of the objectionable passages which Daillé produces—a 
passage, however, which may be considered neutralised by an- 


? Prov. viii. 28. 3 Dial. § 120. 9 62. | ὃ Προβληθὲν ἀπὸ τοῦ Πατρὸς γέννη- 
62 


4 ᾿ς ἦν καὶ ἔστιν.---5. 126. μα.--- 62. 
§ Gen. xviii. 17. 9 Dial. § 61. 10 Ibid. 
© Gen. xix. 24; Dial. § 60. "τς 128. 


7 Dial. § 60. 13 Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. ix. 


Lacr. VII] IN THE ARIAN CONTROVERSY. 


131 


other in the same treatise, that “though the Son was pro- 
jected, he was not separated from the Father ;”' and what if 
others of the same unguarded kind may be found in him— 
which I do not deny—still try him by the general and pre- 
vailing character of his language on the subject of the Divinity 
of the Son ; and it will be plain, that however inaccurate he 
might occasionally be in the use of terms, as men of after ages 
counted inaccuracy, he did himself hold beyond all doubt or 
dispute, the perfect Godhead of the Son. He calls the Son 
over and over again God? ; yet says that nothing which had 
a beginning can be God’*; says, therefore, that the Son must 
have been from everlasting ; asserts, indeed, directly that God 
never was alone, having had the Logos in Him from the first’; 
that the Son was called God because He was of the same sub- 
stance with God*; whilst he elsewhere affirms that what is 
consubstantial with another is co-equal with it®; that He is 
God of God’; that the Son is a new name of the Father’—. 
the expression precarious, but most emphatic for my purpose ; 
that He is the Person of God*®; that the Son is not inferior 
to the Father."° And many other passages I could produce 
sufficiently expounding the mind of Tertullian on this great 
question ; but these, I think, may suffice to show that how- 
ever the Arians might flatter themselves they had caught Ter- 
tullian tripping in a phrase (he, like his brethren, not accus- 
tomed to speak by the card), the whole spirit and character of 
his teaching is thoroughly against them. 

I shall content myself at present with thus suggesting these 
very few facts to show that the testimony of the Fathers, 
whatever Daillé may say to the contrary, is available against 


1 Prolatam dicimus Filium a Patre, 
sed non separatum.—Tertullian, Adv. 
Praxeam, c. vill. 

3 Huno ex Deo prolatum didicimus, 
et prolatione generatum, et idcirco Fi- 
lium Dei, et Deum dictum ex unitate 
substantise.—Apolog. o. xxi. Homo etsi 
Deus. De Resurrectione Carnis, c. li. 
Bee also De Patientia, o. xiii. and Ad- 
versus Marcionem, IL. 6. xxvii. 

8 Ad Nationes, II. § 8. 

4 Adv. Praxeam, 6. v. 

δ Deum dictum ex unitate substantia. 
—Apol, 6. xxi. 

6 Adv. Hermogenem, 6. xii. Quis 
non hanc potius (sc. sophiam) omnium 


fontem et originem commendet, ma- 
teriam vero materiarum, non sibi sub- 
ditam, non statu diversam, non motu 
inquietam, non habitu informem, sed 
insitam et propriam et compositam et 
decoram, quali Deus potuit eguisse, sui 
magis quam alieni egens ’—Adv. Her- 
mogenem, 6. xviii. 

™ De Deo Deus.—Apol. 6. xxi. 

8 Jam enim Filius novum Patris no- 
men est.—De Oratione, 6. iil. 

ὃ Persona autem Dei Christus Do- 
minus.—Adv. Marcion. V. 6. xi. 

10 Non minori se tradidit omnia Filio 
Creator.—IV. 6. xxv. 
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the Arian, even of the Fathers who lived before the Arian ques- 
tion was stirred, but I shall reserve the fuller development of 
this subject till I come to treat of the general influence which 
the primitive Fathers ought to have on our exposition of 
Scripture. Meanwhile I have taken the two cases of Justin 
and Tertullian rather than others of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
simply because they are the cases Daillé himself chooses to 
select,’ or else others would have answered my end equally 
well, and from others I could have brought equally strong tes- 
timony to prove—not that they understood the language of 
the schools on this question, for they none of them did, but 
that they held the orthodox faith, and in language of their 
own meant to avow it. 

In like manner, then, with regard to subjects of more 
modern controversy—(the nature of the Eucharist is the one 
which Daillé here touches on)——-we may use the testimony of 
the Fathers, though not delivered with all the exactness em- 
ployed by more recent disputants—not the less valuable, 
however, for being inartificial, but the more so—the impres- 
sions of men who lived before human ingenuity had been ap- 
plied to splitting hairs in theology, and who spake as they 
believed themselves to have been taught by Christ and his 
Apostles in the sincerity and simplicity of their hearts. The 
particulars of that testimony on the question of the Eucharist 
I shall also defer, foreseeing a better opportunity of entering 
at large into it hereafter. The character of it you will suffi- 
ciently remember from the little which I said of it in my 
Jast Lecture to make it no matter of surprise to you that 
Daillé having the bias of a foreign Protestant upon him, should 
depreciate the authority of the Fathers, and magnify the diffi- 
culty of getting at their sense.” 

The next cause of the obscurity of the Fathers, which Daillé 
alleges, is not accidental but wilful ; a studious intention on 
their part to conceal or only half discover their meaning.® 
They did not think it expedient to disclose to ordinary hearers 
or readers the mysteries of the faith they professed, and espe- 
cially the Sacraments of the Church. My business, I beg to 
remind you once more, is with the primitive Fathers ; and 
whatever veil those of later ages may have been disposed to 
throw over these subjects, the primitive Fathers (Origen I 
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have already handled in reference to this subject") are free 
from any such disposition, beyond what common sense and a 
due regard to time and circumstance dictated. They were cer- 
tainly not inclined to cast their pearls before swine, that would 
turn again and rend them :—this very text is used by them 
in self-defence* on this very point. It was not likely, it was 
not reasonable, that they should feel themselves called upon to 
unfold all the arcana of the Gospel either to those (which was 
one very large class of heathen with whom they had to deal) 
who, like Theophilus’ friend Autolycus, were so absorbed in 
their own books, and so wholly devoted to the study of pro- 
fane authors, that they would not give themselves the least 
pains to investigate the pretensions of the Gospel, or trouble 
their heads about the matter,® treating the Christians with the 
most frigid indifference ; nor yet to those, which was a larger 
class still, who scoffed at them as the dregs of the people*—as 
made up of ignorant and credulous women*— as worshippers 
of the head of an ass, and of other symbols still more offen- 
sive’—subjecting them to the most heartless derision ; nor 
yet to those who only sought such knowledge in order to take 
advantage of it, and to denounce them hereafter to an un- 
friendly magistrate.’ To such persons they might well be 
reserved, but where there was a fair opportunity afforded them 
for speaking out, they did not refrain from so doing. Wit- 
ness the language of Justin Martyr to the Emperors in his 
Apologies: pleading before such a tribunal he seems to hope 
that his words may not be altogether wasted, and so far from 
being mysterious about the ways of the Christians, he is frank 
and communicative. Those Emperors may have heard the 
nature of their assemblies and their rites misconstrued and 
calumniated, he therefore tells them in much detail of all the 
proceedings of the Christians on those occasions ; what books 
were read; what was the character of the sermons heard ; 
what the nature of the prayers put up; even entering into 
some of the petitions; in what attitude they were offered ; 
in what portion of the Service the minister was accompanied 
by the people, in what he officiated alone; what were their 

1 Lect. V. 

3 Clem. Alex. Stromat. 1, § xii. 7 Yertull. ad Uxor. II. 6. v. ct seg. 

8 Theophilus ad Autolycum, 111. § 4. | See also “Reply to the Travels of an 
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Sacraments; what was the mode of administering the Sacra- 
ment of Baptism’; what promises they made at it; what 
benefits they believed themselves to receive by it®; what was 
the Eucharist ; what its ceremonial; for whom it was lawful 
to partake of it; what were the blessings to be derived from 
it? ;—the whole not wearing the slightest appearance of a de- 
sire to conceal, but having all the marks of a wish to con- 
ciliate by a frank exposition of the innocence of the Christian 
Ritual. Indeed, in these addresses he expressly ascribes the | 
cruelty which had been exercised towards the Christians to 
ignorance on the part of their enemies, and declares his wish 
to disperse it, that at any rate no plea of this kind might be 
furnished for persecution. 

It would be easy to show that other primitive Fathers are 
as little to be accused of a wish to suppress the full knowledge 
of the sacraments as Justin. Both Irenseus and Tertullian, 
8. g. would supply the same sort of information respecting 
them as he; and whilst they may omit some of the parti- 
culars, which he gives, others they would add. Indeed, it may 
be remarked, that the former of these authors, when rallying 
the Valentinians on the folly of their theory respecting the 
generation of matter, makes it a ground of charge against 
them that they left much of it undeveloped, not wishing, he 
presumed, to declare it openly, but reserving the more myste-. 
rious parts for such as could pay for the information ; contrary 
to the teaching of the Lord, “freely ye have received, freely 
give,”* language which would have scarcely been used by one 
who was conscious that the Church too had her secrets, which, 
if she did not sell, she would not at least divulge.’ If any- 
thing whatever be wanting to complete their picture of the 
rites of the Primitive Church in perfect detail, it only arises 
from their subject not happening to lead the Fathers into it, 
or often from their taking for granted that allusions to ordi- 
nances familiar to the readers they were addressing, were all 
that was needed, or else from apprehension that the informa- 
tion they furnished might be turned against themselves by 
malicious spies. For whilst we can gather, as I said, many or 
perhaps all the features of such mysteries from these writers, 


1 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 61. 5 See also I. 6. xxv. § 5, and ΙΠ, α. 
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we have to pick them up, as they happen to transpire, one in 
this treatise and another in that, as we should have to do at 
this day in the works of Christian writers, when not expressly 
engaged in handling such questions. In either case, if any- 
thing was lacking to complete the whole, it would be the ef- 
fect of accidental omission, not of wilful concealment, unless 
when fear or prudence prompted it. 

There is, however, one of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, to whom 
may be ascribed an intention of speaking on the mysteries of 
the Gospel under some reserve, with greater show of reason, 
than can be said of the rest, Clemens Alexandrinus, and ac- 
cordingly Daillé does produce him in vindication of his re- 
mark, quoting a passage from the first book of the Stromata. 
“Some matters I omit purposely, making my selection delibe- 
rately, and fearing to write down what I am cautious even in 
speaking ; not, indeed, jealous of communicating what I have ° 
to say ; for that would be wrong; but apprehensive with re- 
spect to my readers, lest that by any means they should be 
misled and stumble, and lest I should be found, as the proverb 
hath it, to be putting a sword in the hand of a child;”' and 
after a while Clemens adds, “ accordingly this very book will 
say many things enigmatically ; some it will dwell upon; 
some it will simply announce ; it will try to speak a clandes- 
tine language, at once displaying, while it conceals, and indi- 
cating, whilst it is silent.”* There are many other passages 
in the Stromata to the same effect. But let us consider for a 
moment the object of the writings of Clemens, the plan he 
pursues in them, and we shall see that it is no wish to-hide 
or mystify the truths of the Gospel, that governs him, but 
merely a desire to communicate them in a manner which 
should recommend them, or at any rate not render them abor- 
tive. It is an illustration, I think, of Quintilian’s,® that the 
minds of children are like narrow-necked bottles, and that if 
you would fill either the one or the other you must pour 
gently. Such was the view Clemens took of his duties as a 
teacher, having due regard to the parties who had to learn. 
His works, as Mr. Evans observes, may be considered of a 
missionary character, addressed in the first instance to heathens. 
The three, which have come down to us, rise each upon the 


1 Clem. Alex. Stromat. I. § i. p. 324. 3 De Institutione Oratoria, I. ὁ. ii. 
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other in a series of sequence: an arrangement of them which 
he himself indicates to us more than once. The λόγος προ- 
tperrixos or Hortatory Address to the Greeks, is occupied di- 
rectly with converting the heathen from his idols, and turning 
him to Christ. The Padagogus instructs the young convert 
in the homely practical duties which his new fuith enjoins on 
him; the lessons supposed to be given on the way, as the 
 Peedagogue is conducting him to a school, where he is to have 
still higher knowledge (yv@ots,) imparted to him. And it is 
the office of his last treatise, the Stromata, to render him this 
Gnostic. 

But it is not merely the process of senvertag a heathen, 
which is a clue to the works of Clemens, but the process of 
converting and securing the conversion of a heathen of a high 
class ; a heathen conversant with literature and philosophy ; 
and, as was the character of the Greeks, of a fastidious tem- 
perament ; a very delicate party to deal with, but the type of 
ἃ most numerous body. His Hortatory Address is full οὗ. 
learning 1 in various branches of it; his appeals to heathen au- 
thors in support of the positions he j is advancing almost end- 
less ; a fact intimating the condition of those for whom he 
writes. So in his Pedagogus, when he applies the principles 
of the Gospel to the minute details of daily life, and teaches 
the effects they ought to produce on ordinary habits, it 18 clear 
that Clemens is contemplating the same superior rank of peo- 
ple. He prescribes, for instance, restraint on the employment 
of servants ; reproves the excessive multiplication of them ; 
“some to prepare provisions, some to deck the table, some to 
carve the meat; their services apportioned, some having the 
department of the palate, cooks, confectioners, makers of cakes, 
concoctors of honey, manufacturers of syrups ; others engaged 
in cleaning the plate and setting the table in order; others 
cupbearers,”’ and so on. Again he prescribes similar restric- 
tions with regard to the fashion of furniture, and reprobates 
“costly bed-clothes, spangled quilts, embroidered counterpanes, 
purple hangings, couches with silver feet, bedsteads inlaid with 
ivory,” and much more to the same effect.” The ornaments 
of the person, which he reviews, seals, rings, shoes, artificial 
hair, &c., still bespeak that the parties with whom Clemens 
has to do are of the refined, the wealthy, the luxurious orders ; 
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a refutation, by the way, of one of Gibbon’s sneers. No won- 
der therefore that when he comes to put the finishing hand to 
his convert, and represents, as he does in the Stromata, his 
perfect Christian; his new man; his genuine Gnostic; the 
spiritual character which must be his; his sublime motives’; 
his approximation to God’; his empire over his passions and 
appetites*; his internal devotion‘; his superiority to persecu- 
tion, and even to death®;—no wonder, I say, that when he 
contemplated what his heathen converts were, or very lately 
had been, nursed in the lap of excessive luxury, and enervated 
by the debasing and sensual influences to which they had been 
exposed from their tenderest years, and then considered what 
he was now exhorting them to become, what self-restraint, 
what strong mortification, what pure and unblemished lives it 
was now at length time to recommend to them, he should have 
thought it prudent to come to them very delicately, and should 
have almost started at the sound of his own steps, as he ap- 
proached a subject so likely to irritate and alarm them. These 
feelings, I think, are enough to account for the temper in which 
the opening of the first book is framed; a temper certainly 
perplexing at first sight: the long apology it contains for com- 
posing books at all; the excessive fastidiousness, not to say 
timidity, with which Clemens there dwells on the circumspec- 
tion with which he must express himself. But it was no 
priestly love of mystification that Clemens was here indulging, 
as Daillé would hint,° but simply a fear to give offence to very 
squeamish persons, and so to ruin the great work he had on 
hand. And possibly if more of this spirit had been shown 
in our own efforts to Christianize heathendom, our success would 
have been greater. With this key to the writings of Clemens, 
I do not think that they would be found so unintelligible as 
Daillé would represent them to be.’ 

Nor is this consideration to be neglected in estimating the 
style of Clemens ; for the style of these primitive writers is 
another cause of their obscurity according to Daillé.® The 
learning of Clemens, it seems, destroys his perspicuity. He 


introduces’ into his Christian philosophy so many matters alien 


1 Stromat. IV. § xxii. pp. 625. 629. ἐς xii. 790, 701. 
2§ xxiii. p, 682; VIL. § xvi. pp. 800. * IV. § iii. 568; § vii. 657; § ix. 507. 
4. 6 Daillé, p. 137. 
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from his subject, however ornamental and acceptable to 
mere scholars, that he constantly gets into the clouds. Per- 
haps on a perusal of the books of Clemens, without any re- 
ference to the plan on which they are composed, we might 
subscribe to the censure of Daillé. Yet Clemens himself, on 
more occasions than one, distinctly apologizes for his style, not 
as though he thought it artificial, but homely. ‘“ We have al- 
ready said that we have taken no care, and bestowed no pains, 
about our Greek: for this only suffices to lead away the many 
from the truth : whereas genuine philosophy will not profit 
the hearers of it by its language, but by its sentiment. And 
in my opinion he who is solicitous about truth, must not com- 
pose his phraseology with art or study, but will simply en- 
deavour to express, as he can, what he means, for the subject- 
matter itself escapes those who are occupied about the diction, 
and are only intent upon ἐμαὶ." It should seem, therefore, 
that in introducing his multifarious reading into his works 
Clemens was regulated by some other principle than that of 
style, and that his principle probably was the one I have al- 
ready alluded to, a hope of recommending the Gospel to 
learned and captious men, through the literature, which was 
familiar to them ; a hope in which Origen, his successor in the 
same school, participated, who writes to one of his pupils that 
he would have him apply to the Grecian philosophy as a prelude 
to revelation, and expresses an opinion, that as the sciences were 
considered to be tributary to philosophy, so should philosophy 
be considered tributary to Christianity,? and also appears to 
have given expression to this theory in the same manner as 
Clemens, by composing a work, which, like his, had for its title 
the Stromata ; the fragments of which (for fragments are all 
that we have of it) would lead us to think, that as in name, 
so in substance, it resembled its precursor,’ and probably con- . 
-tributed to secure for its author the character which Eusebius 
tell us was assigned to him, “even by the Greeks themselves, 
of being a great philosopher.”* Hence Clemens’ use of the 
word philosophy for Christianity, and philosopher for Christian.° 


" Stromat. 11. § i. p. 429. And com- | mata of Origen, Vol. I. p. 80, on the 


pare Stromat. VII. § xviii. p. 902. subject of falsehood, with a very corre- 
2 Origen, Epist. ad Gregorium, Vol. | sponding passage in Clemens, Stromat. 
L. p. 30, Bened. Ed. VII. § ix. p. 863, and § xii. p. 881. 


* In proof of this compare the frag- | * Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. vi. c. 18. 
ment from the 6th book of the Stro- § Clem. Alex. Stromat. IV. § viii. p. 590. 
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Hence his assertion that whilst revelation came primarily from 
God for man’s instruction, philosophy came secondarily, and 
even primarily to the Greeks, whom the Lord had not yet 
ealled, being to them what the law was to the Hebrews, the 
schoolmaster, which had led unto Christ.’ Hence his phrase 
that Plato was the philosopher of the Hebrews’; that he was 
nothing else than Moses speaking Attic.’ Hence his‘ theory 
that the Grecian philosophy had abstracted and detached for 
itself a shred from the theology of the everlasting Word.‘ 
Hence his repeated endeavours to represent Abraham as a na- 
-tural philosopher, a character which was eventually sublimed 
into a lover of God. Hence his inclination to approximate 
heathen, Jew and Christian ; it was one and the self-same God, 
who was known by the Greeks ἐθνικῶν, by the Jews ’Iovda- 
ices, by the Christians casas καὶ πνευματικῶν... Hence his 
declaration in favour of an eclectic philosophy, 2. 6. a philosophy 
made up of all portions of truth which are found in all sects,’ 
Hence his doctrine that all true philosophy that ever was in 
the world, traces up to Christ the primeval teacher, later 
philosophers referring their knowledge to Zeno, Aristotle, 
Epicurus, Socrates; they in their turn referring theirs to 
Pythagoras, Pherecydes, Thales; the masters of these again 
having been the Egyptians, Indians, Babylonians: the scale 
thus ascending to the original parents of mankind: they 
again not gathering their knowledge from the angels, for the 
two parties had no organs adapted to mutual communication, 
and God is above all; but imbibing all their ideas from the 
fontal source, the everlasting Son.* Hence again his discovery 
of Christian allegories in heathen fables. “Sail past her song,” 
says he, meaning the song of the Sirens, whose story he was 
now telling with Homer, quoting his verses, and adapting 
them to his purpose—*“ Sail past her song—it works death— 
only desire it and you have conquered death—and binding 
yourself to the mast (τῷ ξύλῳ, the mast in the case of Ulys- 
ses, the Cross in the case of Christians) you shall be delivered 


1 Clem. Alex. Stromat. Τ. § v. p. 331. | °’Avri φυσιολόγον σοφὸς καὶ φιλό- 
5 Ὃ ἐξ Ἑ βραίων φιλόσοφος.---Ἰ. § = yevdpevos.—V. § i. p. 648; and VI. 


i. p. 321. x. p. 780. 
ὁ Τί γάρ ἐστι Τιλάτων ἢ Μωσῆς ἀτ- ἐν, 4 v. p. 761. 
τικίζων ;—I. § xxii. p. 411. 71. § xiv. p. 351. 
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from all corruption.”’ Hence his searching for testimonies in 
the writings of the heathens even to the evangelical virtues of 
faith, hope, and charity®; and his tracing the terms ἀναγέννησιν 
and λόγος to a heathen nomenclature.* In short, whatever 
avenue seems to him likely, either directly or indirectly, to 
᾿ tempt an educated and refined heathen to Christ he avails 
himself of, avowedly and without scruple, and in a degree 
which often verges upen impropriety, if it does not pass the 
line. 

This feature of the style of Clemens admits of’ being de- 
veloped almost to any extent ; but let what I have said suffice 
to show that when Clemens indulges it, he does so not caprici- 
ously, and out of ostentation merely, but upon a principle, a 
principle which pervades his whole work ; and that attention 
to this principle being constantly maintained, his own hope 
will be realised, viz. “that the seeds ‘of truth which he has 
scattered here and there, escaping the notice of jackdaws, who 
might pick them up and devour them, were they more con- 
spicuous and obtrusive, may fall in with a good and intel- 
ligent husbandman, and by him be turned to account, and be 
productive of a harvest.”* In other words, we may reason- 
ably- expect, that, provided with the clue I have said, we shall 
not find in the style of Clemens that obscurity which Daillé 
imputes to it. 

The style of Tertullian he falls foul of in the same way— 
Tertullian and Clemens being the only two of the Ante-Nicene 
Fathers, whom he taxes by name and at any length with this 
defect. So many novel words does Tertullian use, so many 
legal ones, there is in him so wuch subtlety, so much acuteness, 
that he requires most sagacious readers to understand him ; no 
learning, no attention being too great for such a task. I 
should not have thought it necessary to notice this part of 
Duaillé’s treatise, as it brings no other charge against these 
Fathers than that they are sometimes hard to construe, did I. 
not feel that he still exaggerates ; and that his exaggerations 
have an object which we shall eventually detect. Moreover, 
I am not unwilling to prevent those who might give credit to 
all his remarks from being scared out of reading an author re- 


' Cohort, ad Gentes, § xii. p. 01. αν § ii. pp. 653, 654. | 
3 Stromat. V. § ii. p. 652. -  -| 4 Stromat. I. § xii. p. 348. 
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presented by him as so difficult, Let them take courage. Diffi- 
cult he, no doubt, is ; though some of his treatises far more so 
than others ; that difficulty often arising, as Daillé says, from 
his use of strange words; more often from his use of common 
words in a strange sense, or in a strange grammatical con- 
struction. Nor is it his nomenclature only, it might be added, 
that is in fault. The indistinctness with which he frequently 
expresses himself is a further hindrance ; his phrase so indefi- 
nite, or so equivocal, that nothing but the general drift of his 
argument fixes it; his use of abstract terms, his affectation, 
his refinement, his great love of the ironical and sarcastic, — 
a weapon which he often wields in such a way that it cannot 
always be discovered at once whether he is in jest or in 
earnest ; in short, the utter want of simplicity that pervades 
him—all this, no doubt, renders him an author far from easy. 
But it is surprising how many or all of these difficulties dis- 
appear after you have made yourself familiar with his manner ; 
nothing illustrates him so much as himself; and so true to 
himself is he, so peculiar, so idiosyncratic, that after you have 
read one or two of his tracts, and your feelings warm to him, 
as they infallibly will, for he is a most powerful and striking 
writer, you wonder at the obstacles you once found in him, 
and the progress you make in him now: his strange words or 
strange expressions being often repeated, repeated of course in 
different combinations with the context, enable you to get at 
their meaning before long ; and his ambiguous sentences, when 
brought into comparison with one another, acquire a more dis- 
tinct and definite value. If you note down extraordinary 
terms or combinations as they occur, the chances are you will 
find something in the further course of your reading of the 
author which will explain them ; and thus you will be making 
a glossary for yourselves, or at least be enlarging and rendering 
more complete that at the end of Priorius’ edition of Rigaltius, 
which, though very useful, is very far from perfect. You will 
perceive, too, in dealing with this writer more than with most 
others, that a passage which has been insuperable to-day will 
give out its meaning to you to-morrow; your thoughts hap- 
pening in the latter case to fall in with your subject better ; 
just as you catch a pattern on silk in one light, and lose it in 
every other. It is advisable, therefore, in reading Tertullian 
to note down your interpretation of every passage that at all 
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perplexes you at the moment; for of this you may be sure, 
that if when your mind is heated with this author you do not 
hit off his meaning readily and without an effort, on laying 
him aside for a year and lighting on the same, you will not 
have a chance of understanding it, and will be sorry you did 
not secure your interpretation when you had it; for, as crafts- 
men say, your hand must be in to make anything of a work 
like this. 

On the whole, what I would have you conclude from these 
practical hints is this, that Tertullian is difficult, but not so 
difficult as he is reputed to be, or as he seems to be at first 
sight, or on 8 casual opening of a page of him; that, in 
general, he is to be mastered by making him his own inter- 
preter ; and that Daillé must not alarm you. He had an 
object beyond the obvious one, in dwelling upon the obscurity 
of the style of the Fathers, which presently peeps out; and 
on that account I have spoken more at length on the case of 
Tertullian, which was, perhaps, the strongest he could pro- 
duce. For he applies this argument of obscurity of style to 
weaken what seems to be so evidently the testimony of the 
Fathers to the great dignity of the Eucharist ; to the solemn 
claims of Episcopacy ; and in general to what are called high- 
church views on other controverted points.’ They spoke, he 
would have you believe, on these topics in that characteristic 
style of theirs which he had been condemning ; a style capable 
of being greatly misapprehended ; hazy and rhetorical ; much 
allowance therefore to be made for it, and their seeming sense 
modified.” Possibly there may be some ground for this remark 
afforded by inflated expressions in the Post-Nicene Fathers ; 
and it is quite clear from the whole tenor of Daillés book 
that his mind was under a strong Post-Nicene influence: his 
examples and almost all the defects he attributes to the Fa- 
thers speedily settling to that period. But these high-church 
doctrines (as it is now the fashion ignorantly to call them) 
which Daillé would thus qualify, are often advanced by the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers in terms so simple and incidental, that 
even where their style on the whole may be called figurative, 
they cannot be mistaken ; and besides the same are taught 
by those among them who have no rhetoric in them at all. 


1 Daillé, p. 143. 3 Ibid. 
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Irenzeus, for instance, is a mere controversialist, and does not 
deal in flowers of speech : yet we find these notions, of which 
1 am speaking, put forward by him without misgiving. You 
perceive him, for example, expressing himself on the Eucharist, 
in the language, not precise in its meaning certainly, but still 
in the language of sacrifice’; and testifying to portions of its 
ritual, such as Daillé would not approve of—an invocation or 
ἐπέκλησιϑ on the elements,’ and a mixed chalice*: and on 
Episcopacy in terms which Daillé would object to no less; re- 
presenting Bishops as receiving the office of government from 
the Apostles*; as the Apostles’ successors and vicars’; as 
proceeding from them in an unbroken line ; as being in num- 
ber one and only one at a time in one Church, even in so great 
a Church as Rome’; as accompanied by Presbyters when 
they gave Paul his meeting at Miletus,’ though the text in 
the Acts says elders only, making no distinction between the 
two orders. You hear him teaching the necessity of cleaving 
to this Church, this Episcopal Church, for he knew no other ὃ ; 
of the sin of secession from it; the cases of Nadab and Abihu, 
of Korah, Dathan and Abiram, parallel to theirs, who do 
secede *; and much more to the same effect. So that it is 
impossible, so long as words are allowed to have any mean- 
ing at all, to lower these Fathers to the sense to which Daillé 
would reduce them. 

The last cause of obscurity under the head of style of which 
Daillé takes notice, and it is with great naiveté that he does 
so, is that the changes which have taken place in the institu- 
tions of the Church as well as of States since the days of the 
Fathers, have given the phraseology of the early centuries 
quite another meaning from that which it used to have. What, 
he exclaims, is become of the ancient discipline, of the canons, 
of the mystical ceremonies of Baptism and the Eucharist, of 
the rites of Ordination? All these matters are defunct and 
passed away. A new age has called for new customs. But 
the writings of the ancients are replete with these subjects ; 
how difficult, therefore, to determine their meaning now. 
Then the very terms of former times circulate in quite another 


1 Ireneeus, IV. 6. xviii. § 1. 4 Ibid. TILL. o. xiv. § 2. 
*T. c. xiii. § 2. 3 Thid. 811. ο. xxiv. %IV. ὁ. xxvi. ὃ 2. 
* IIL. ο. iii. § 1. 5 Ibid. 10 Daillé, p. 149. 
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sense. We talk still of Pope, Patriarch, Mass, Oblation, Sta- 
tion, Procession, Indulgence, &c., but no longer attach to them 
the same ideas as they of old. Just as under the Roman 
Emperors, the titles of the magistrates remained the same as 
under the Republic, but their offices were altogether different. 
If we meet with the word Pope in an old writer, as a desig- 
nation of the Bishop of Rome, our thoughts forthwith pass to 
the pomp and circumstance of the modern sovereign Pontiff, 
his running footmen, his body guard, and so on'; but this is 
not the train of thought that old writers dreamed of awak- 
ing by the use of the term. Hence further obscurity! But 
to what does this argument amount ? That because the Church 
has gradually swerved from the institutions and rules, which 
prevailed in it soon after the times of our blessed Lord and 
the Apostles, we are not to endeavour to bring them back to 
those purer times by a reference to the old standard and a 
correction of the aberrations, which it indicates; but rather 
throw the standard away as antiquated, as no longer intelli- 
gible or easily read. Surely if the term Pope, e. g. is used 
by the primitive Fathers, as it is, indiscriminately for the 
Bishop of Rome, or for other Bishops, and represents a person- 
age very different in his pretensions from him who has borne 
the same name in later times, we should not charge the origi- 
nal term with obscurity on that account, but draw the whole- 
some inference, that the Bishop of Rome is no longer what he 
once was in the least corrupt period of the Church; and take 
courage that our Reformed Church has not swerved from pri- 
mitive usage in establishing towards him the relations she has ! 
That he had exalted himself too highly, and was in some sort 
to be abased! As, on the other hand, if the discipline, the 
canons, the Sacraments, the rite of Orders, as observed in the 
modern Church, have all sunk very greatly below the mark 
which they attained unto in the Primitive Church, we must 
not complain of the meaning attached to these uses and ordi- 
nances of old being very different from that attached to them 
now, and affect not to understand what the ancient writers 
say of them ; but confess that the age has become less devo- 
tional ; that there is less reverence for God’s ordinances now 
than there was in the days of Tertullian and Cyprian. That, 


1 Daillé, p. 149. 
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in short, these holy things have been humbled too greatly and 
must be exalted. And instead of putting the Fathers aside, 
as Daillé would recommend, not unnaturally, and telling people 
that they are so full of perplexities that it is not worth their 
while to examine them, we shall cherish them as affording a 
testimony plain enough to those who are not wilfully blind to 
it, which is equally unpropitious to the Papist and the Puri- 
tan, and which, on the whole, is calculated to satisfy us, that 
the Reformed Church of England is very much nearer to the 
Primitive than either of them. 
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LECTURE VIII. 


Clemens Alexandrinus the only Ante-Nicene Father charged with disingenuous- 
ness by Daillé. His instance from Cardinal Perron. Passages liable to 
misconstruction in Clemens and in Origen. Inference of Daillé from the 
illogical reasoning of the Fathers disputed. Their use of the argumentum ad 
hominem explained. Value of their testimony notwithstanding. Instances 
of inconsistency from Clemens and from Tertullian. Relative importance of 
different topics not confounded by the Fathers. Daille’s instances to the con- 
trary examined. The early Fathers fair exponents of the sentiments of the 
early Church; especially where they were identified with their respective 
Churches ; and where they concur with each other. Allowance to be made for 
the peculiar character of their times. 


dl bes next objection, which Daillé takes to the Fathers, is 

on the ground of their disingenuousness. What they believe 
they often suppress, and what they don’t believe they often 
say.’ This objection has been in part disposed of in a former 
Lecture, when we considered the reasonable causes there might 
be, and were, for their exercising some discretion in communi- 
cating the mysteries of the Gospel to ill-informed or ill-disposed 
heathens, a discretion which in part exposed them to this ani- 
madversion. But the present indictment goes beyond this, 
. and impugns their honesty, attributing to them an intention 
of misleading, by interpreting Scripture occasionally κατ᾽ 
οἰκονομίαν, or economice, as it is called: a germ, it may be 
considered, of the pious frauds of later times. Daillé gives 
no sufficient instance of such dishonesty in any Ante-Nicene 
Father ; for the single instance he cites from the Pedagogue 
“of Clemens Alexandrinus, as suggested to him by Cardinal 
Perron, namely, the expression, “The Flesh and Blood of Christ 
is faith and the promise,”* as though Clemens suppressed the 
full force of the words in order to cast a mist before the eyes 
of the Catechumens, who were not yet prepared for the truth, 
is surely a very unsatisfactory one. It occurs, I conceive, for 


1 Daillé, pp. 150. 158. 160. 3.0. 157, 
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Daillé gives no reference, in the sixth chapter of the first book 
of the Pedagogue.’ Clemens is there employed in adapting 
St. Paul’s phrase, “I have fed you with milk, and not with 
meat,” to the argument of this chapter, which is to show that 
when the Scripture speaks of Christians as children or babes, 
it does not mean, as the Gnostics would have it, that Church- 
men were mere novices in knowledge. But the subject of 
meat and drink prompting him, he proceeds to remark “ else- 
where also the Lord in the Gospel of John hath expressed 
himself by symbols after another kind, saying, ‘Eat my Flesh 
and drink my Blood,’ where he makes the cup an evident 
symbol of faith and the promise.”’ But surely it is a refine- 
ment on Clemens to suppose that he talked in this manner, 
because his hearers were not prepared for the doctrine of 
Transubstantiation, which is what Cardinal Perron would in- 
sinuate ; and which doctrine, though he secretly held it, he 
would not venture openly to announce. Plain persons would 
suppose that he meant what he said, and that, having found 
St. Paul speaking of milk and meat as figures, and wishing 
further to illustrate the use of such figurative language in 
Scripture, he adduced the Lord’s words in St. John, when He 
spoke of his Flesh and Blood as another example of figures. 
For it would be singular indeed, on the supposition of the 
truth of Perron’s hypothesis, that Clemens should over and 
over again express himself on the subject of the Eucharist in 
terms so clearly opposed to the doctrine of Transubstantiation 
as these, and sometimes much more clearly,*? and never in- 
deed once speak of it in terms asserting or even implying his 
belief or even knowledge of that doctrine, and yet himself 
have no doubt about it all the while! Surely it is a strange 
way of dealing with the Fathers, or with any other authors, 
to contend without any proof whatever, that they believed in 
this, that, or the other doctrine, only that they were withheld -: 
by circumstances from saying so, and then abuse them for 
disingenuousness. At this rate what doctrine might you not 
ascribe to them, and what duplicity might you not lay to 
their charge? And it is a singular instance of the manner 
in which extremes meet, that Dailld, a foreign Protestant, 
should thus adopt the argument of Perron, a Romanist, and 
1 Clem. Alex. Pedag. 1. c. vi. p. 121. 3. See particularly Pedag. 11. ii. p. 186. 
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that Calvinists and Romanists should thus be content to hunt 
in couples, provided they can but run down the Fathers. 

Still there do occur to me some passages in Clemens, which 
are capable of misconstruction. Thus Clemens in one place 
is engaged in showing that the Greeks derived their know- 
ledge from Moses. “Strategy,” says he, “or the art of the 
general, is comprised in three ideas, the safe, the hazardous, 
and that which is a combination of both ; and each of these 
elements again:is composed of three properties, words, deeds, 
and the one and the other together. And all these will take 
effect, if sometimes persuasion, sometimes force, sometimes 
damage, be resorted to, when reprisals are made ; and in the 
concerns in which we are engaged, if sometimes we act justly, 
sometimes with deceit, sometimes speak the truth, sometimes 
adopt certain of all these alternatives at one and the same 
time: now all these matters, and the best manner of turning 
each of them to account, the Greeks derived from Moses and 
profited by.”' And then Clemens proceeds to give instances 
of Moses’ strategies in conducting the Israelites out of Egypt. 
Stil there is here not so much an approval of artifice, even 
in the service of a good cause, as a matter of fact stated, viz. 
that the Greeks derived their tactics, whatever they might 
have become in their hands, from Moses—an instance in proof 
of the general proposition he had announced, that they de- 
rived most of their knowledge from him. Again, he says of 
his Gnostic, “ Whatever, therefore, he has in his mind, the 
same he has on his tongue ; both speaking and acting with 
respect to those who are worthy to be his hearers, in a spirit 
of concurrence and honest interest. For he at once thinks 
truth and utters it, unless at any time he prevaricates or re- 
peats a prevarication,’ as the sophists have it, for the sake of 
working a cure; as the physician acts by his patients for the 
sake of recovering them.”* But then the case by which Cle- 
mens goes on to illustrate this principle, viz. St. Paul’s circum- 
cision of Timothy in spite of his having said circumcision 
availeth nothing, and thus to the Jews becoming a Jew, shows 
the innocent kind of deception, if I may so speak, which 


' Stromat. I. § xxiv. p. 417. parallel to ἀληθῆ re γὰρ φρονεῖ cya 
* Ψεύσεται ἣ ψεῦδος ἐρεῖ, perhaps, | καὶ ἀληθεύει in the former clause. 
“conceives or speaks ἃ prevarication,” | ὃ Stromat. VIL. § ix. p. 863. 
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Clemens was contemplating, when he used the expression I 
have quoted. And this view of the subject is confirmed by 
another passage in the same book of the Stromata. “The 
Gnostic also is cautious in using the principle of accommodation, 
that he may not be misinterpreted, and that accommodation 
may not become a habit ;”' as though he felt that, even in its 
most innocent form, it was a principle that required watching. 

In a fragment of the Stromata of Origen (preserved, how- 
ever, in the Latin translation of Jerome his adversary’) occurs 
a discussion extremely similar to this of Clemens ; the same 
startling proposition ; the same qualification of it; and the 
same caveat: and of this too, out of candour and a desire to 
represent the Fathers as they are, I make Daillé a present. 
It is one, which, probably, both he and Barbeyrac would have 
advanced, had it suggested itself to them. Having quoted a. 
paragraph from the third book of the Republic of Plato, in 
which Plato speaks of a lie as unworthy of God, but some- 
times profitable to men—still only to be used by them as a 
medicine is used by physicians, which none but physicians 
must meddle with—Origen proceeds to remark, that though 
God may, for the benefit of the hearer, express the truth 
ambiguously and by parables, thus casting a veil over what 
might be injurious in it if announced nakedly to the unin- 
formed, “still the man on whom the necessity of telling a lie 
presses, must be very careful so to use his lie as if it were a 
medicine ; to make it keep within the bounds which Judith 
observed when, using it against Holofernes, she prevailed over 
him by a prudent craft in her words, He must imitate Esther, 
who, by suppressing all mention of the race she belonged to, 
changed the sentence of Artaxerxes: and still more, the Pa- - 
triarch Jacob, who, we read, obtained his father’s blessing by 
an artful lie—whence it is elear, that, unless we so lie, as that 
some great good is our object in so doing, we shall be con- 
demned as the enemies of Him who said, ‘I am the truth,’ ” 
—the whole, it will be perceived, resolving itself into a case 
of casuistry, such as that entertained by Bishop Taylor in the 
“Ductor Dubitantium,” Book III., ¢. ii, Rule V. “ Whether 
it can in any case be lawful to tell a lie”—a question in which 
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he finds much room for discrimination—quoting, in the course 
of it, the instances of the Israelitish midwives, and of Rahab. 

There is another objection akin to this last, which Daillé 
urges against the Fathers.’ That in their polemics, in their 
disputations against heathens, Jews, and heretics, they stuck 
at nothing, in order to secure to themselves the victory : 
urging arguments which were in their favour, though they felt 
them to be faulty, and suppressing others, which were against 
them, which they knew to be sound. Hence a further dif- 
ficulty in getting at the real sentiments of the Fathers. There 
is some truth in this remark ; but the fact itself furnishes me 
with a different conclusion from that which Daillé draws from 
it. For he once more chimes in with the Romanist, and con- 
fesses, that, perplexed by such disputants, he sees nothing for 
it but to throw oneself on the Church as the interpreter of the 
Fathers who are so ambiguous, ὁ. 6. on the Church of Rome? ; 
thus implying that the Fathers must be abandoned as an 
authority, at least by Protestants. On the other hand, the 
conclusion I come to is this; that seeing the Fathers are such 
writers as they are here represented to be, it is highly neces- 
sary not only to read them, but to read them carefully, in 
order to detect the complexion of their argument, and the 
grounds on which it proceeds, and to make the necessary 
allowance for circumstances: that the true redress of the 
inconvenience is, not to throw the Fathers away in despair, 
or apply to Rome for a key to them, but really to investigate 
them, and not pursue Dr. Priestley’s plan of looking through 
books,” with which Bishop Horsley taxes him so severely ; 
a plan which is sure to mislead, and the adoption of which is, 
in fact, the source of so much of the perplexity which people 
find in them. Certainly, there is no argument more common 
with the Fathers, as I have often taken occasion to observe in 
my Lectures on them, than the argumentum ad hominem—or, 
in other words, the argument for victory, as Daillé says—but 
it is one that creates no difficulty to those who approach it in 
the course of the regular study of these authors: the context 
and general drift of the reasoning point it out to be what it 
8: but select out of the whole some detached passage, and it — 
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is not improbable, that a meaning may be assigned to it alto- 
gether at variance with the real sentiments of the authors. 
I believe that the Fathers have been often laid under con- 
tribution by Socinians in this manner, and extracts made 
from them, which, had those extracts been only fragments 
that had survived their other works, would have infallibly 
conveyed the impression that they were Socinians, though 
nothing was more untrue. For example, “The Son of God, 
called Jesus, may well enough be called the Son of God on 
account of his wisdom, even if he be but a mere man, for all 
writers call God the Father of gods and men,’’! writes Justin. 
Suppose this had been the only paragraph in Justin that had 
come down to us; and it had not, accordingly, been known 
that, when uttering it, Justin was pleading the Christian 
cause before heathen Emperors, and was fighting them with 
their own weapons; would not the Socinian have had very 
specious reasons for claiming him as a witness on his side? 
But take all the circumstances into account, and there is no 
fear of the peculiar nature of the argument misleading. Or 
take another case, much resembling this, in the Apology of 
Tertullian. ‘Suppose him (Jesus Christ) to be a man, if you 
will: it is God’s pleasure to be worshipped through him and 
in him—so that we reply upon the Jews, that they also 
learned to worship God through Moses, a man—whilst upon 
the Greeks we retort, Orpheus bound mankind by religious 
obligations in Pieria, Museeus at Athens, Melampus at Argos, 
Trophonius in Boeotia. And if I look to you, ye rulers of the 
nations, what was Pompilius Numa, who loaded the Romans 
_ with rites the most onerous, but a man?”? Here again, we 
have Tertullian arguing upon his adversaries’ principles, not 
upon his own; for his own undoubted belief in the consub- 
stantial and co-eternal Godhead of the Son we have seen 
proved in a former Lecture by numberless passages in his 
writings, which I shall not therefore repeat. Yet how readily 
might the spirit of Tertullian be misunderstood by one who 
stumbled upon this passage, and knew little of the author 
besides. Cases of this kind might be produced out of the 
Fathers to almost any amount; who in contending with hea- 
thens especially, content themselves very frequently with si- 
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lencing their antagonists by arguments which do indeed serve 
that purpose, but which cannot possibly produce any general 
conviction—as, that if Christ was the messenger of God to 
men, they cannot stumble at this article of the Christians’ 
creed, for that such was the office of Mercury, according to 
their own—that if Christ, according to the Christians, as- 
cended into heaven, they were not in ἃ condition to resent 
that point of faith, for that so, according to themselves, did 
Bellerophon. But in such reasoning there is no danger of 
mistaking the meaning of your author, if you are reading him 
in earnest. The context always protects you, and your general 
knowledge of his principles. Who, for instance, in the ex- 
amples I have cited, would really run any risk of supposing 
that, because a Father of the Church placed the Incarnate 
Word in apposition to the messenger Mercury, he considered 
the evidence in one case the same as that in the other, or 
similar to it? And the like remark holds good in other 
instances of a less glaring character than this. In short, 
in such circumstances his very speech bewrayeth him ; and 
you see when he is arguing for truth, and when for victory— 
indeed it is the perception of the difference that must have 
preceded and suggested the complaint to Daillé. 

Another incident, which Daillé alleges against the Fathers 
as contributing to their obscurity, is their changes of opinion.' 
He produces, indeed, no examples of this defect in the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers at least, except a confession of Origen’s re- 
corded by Jerome,’ that in his old age he repented of many 
things which he had taught and written in his youth, a con- 
fession which need not, one may think, be deemed peculiar to 
Origen or to any Father. There is no doubt, however, that 
instances of such alteration in their sentiments will be found 
even in the Ante-Nicene Fathers by those who shall be curious 
in comparing them with themselves. Few writers, indeed, 
would be proof against such a scrutiny. And often there are 
peculiar circumstances in the case of the Fathers which would 
explain some apparent inconsistencies. Thus we find Clemens 
Alexandrinus, and indeed most of the primitive Fathers at 
variance with themselves on the subject of the corruption of 
human nature, sometimes using expressions that argue such 
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corruption to be extreme, and sometimes expressions that 
argue it to be trifling. In one place, for instance, Clemens 
quotes, in support of his own views, the strong phraseology of 
Barnabas, that “the heart of the natural man is an habitation 
of devils.”’ And again he elsewhere says, that “we are not 
good and virtuous by nature, but by training; as good 
physicians or good pilots are made by the same.”* Whilst in 
other places he speaks of “our evil passions as contrary to 
nature,”* and of “man being by nature a high and lofty 
animal that seeks after what is good.”* The truth probably is, 
that Clemens, as well as others like him, were embarrassed on 
this subject by the plain declarations of Scripture, and the 
testimony of their own hearts on the one hand, and by their 
horror of the heresy of Valentinus, Marcion, and indeed of the 
Gnostics in general, on the other, who maintained that the 
world was created evil by the Demiurgus, and indeed alleged 
this fact of its corruption as their main weapon against the 
orthodox doctrine, that God made it®: not to speak of another 
cause of such inconsistencies to which I have before had oc- 
casion to advert, viz. that questions of this kind, however 
fruitful sources of controversy in later ages of the Church, had 
not then attracted the attention of religious disputants, nor 
been stated in precise terms. 

Again, Clemens may be thought to be inconsistent with 
himself on the question of asceticism ; sometimes seeming, as 
he does, to encourage habits of moderation, sometimes habits 
of extreme mortification and self-discipline. Thus he admits 
the use of the bath, though he denounces its excess*: does 
not proscribe. the wearing of gold, &., and the putting on of 
delicate clothing, but only requires a bit and a bridle to be 
employed to curb the irrational appetites’: prescribes plain- 
ness of attire for women in general, but says there may be 
occasion for relaxing this law, and that allowance must be 
made for those women who have formed imprudent marriages, 
and who must adorn their persons to please their husbands.’ 
All this is said in the spirit of concession. On the other hand, 
he will have a man discipline himself into knowledge and per- 
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fection, till he shall be able to live without a lapse.’ He will 
have him prepare himself for the conflict, like the wrestler.’ 
His whole life must be a holy festival*® Sacrifices, and 
prayers, and praises and Scripture-readings before meals— 
psalms and hymns at meals, and before bed—prayers again 
at night—a continued effort to identify himself with the 
company of heaven by contemplation, which never relaxes * ; 
a keen pursuit after the honourable and useful, but an aban- 
donment of pleasure to those who would lead a base and 
trivial life. But the former sentiments prevail in the Psda- 
gogue, the latter in the Stromata’;; and the difference in their 
character, whatever it may be, is to be accounted for by the 
different persons with whom those treatises have to deal, the 
novice and the veteran Christian, rather than by any muta- 
bility of opinion in Clemens himself. 

In Tertullian certainly the inconsistencies are more nume- 
rous and more unequivocal. Now he represents the Christians 
as willing to suffer, but having no delight in the danger be- 
fore them®; then he represents them as volunteering persecu- 
tion, and as having greater satisfaction in being condemned 
than in being acquitted.’ Now he speaks of the man of sin as 
hindered in his coming hy the existence of the Roman com- 
monwealth, and as about to be let loose on its cessation ὃ : 
then he speaks of the Roman empire as destined to endure, as 
long as the world itself shall endure.’ Now he tells of the 
image of God as destroyed (elisam) at the Fall” ; the spirit of 
man as transfigured by it"; the entire substance of man as 
changed from purity to perverseness"*: then he tells of the 
annocent age of children—not an accidental expression—but 
as excusing delay in Baptism.” Now he talks of marriage as 
a contumelia communist: then he speaks of that estate as 
one which is pronounced blessed by God in the words, Increase 
and multiply,"* as an estate against which Paul threw out a 
caution only because the time was short."° Now he explains 
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St. Paul’s expression of being baptized for the dead, of having 
a living person submitted to a vicarious Baptism for a dead 
one’: then he explains it as being baptized for the body 
(which is dead) in order that the resurrection of that body 
may be implied by it.? Now he understands Antichrist to 
be the man who had denied that Christ had come in the 
flesh ?: then he understands him of the persecuting govern- 
ment of imperial Rome.* Now he lays down his rule against 
heretics, who were all of recent date, that “what was true 
was first, what was spurious afterwards :”* then he elsewhere 
explains St. Paul’s phrase of the Church being without spot 
er wrinkle, sine rug vetustatis, ut virgo.° Now he quotes the 
Shepherd of Hermas as an authority’: then he designates it 
as “apocryphal and false.”* Now he contemplates one par- 
don for sin after Baptism’: then he does not allow that there 
is even one.” Now he contends for Bishop, Priest, and Dea- 
con, and makes it the very scandal of the heretic that he con- 
founds them with one another, and with laymen”: then he 
is for a spiritual Church regardless of Bishops."* Something 
of this incongruity may doubtless be ascribed to the physical 
constitution of Tertullian, which was hot and hasty in the 
extreme, perfervidum ingenium—he frequently laments it as a 
disaster. “I confess to the Lord God,” says he, “that I have 
rashly, not to say audaciously, ventured to compose a work on 
Patience, a virtue which I am myself very ill qualified to re- 
commend ;” and he afterwards describes himself as “ most 
miserable” by reason of this defect of temper; and his writ- 
ings abound in similar strong expressions of self-condemnation, 
as if it was perpetually betraying him into error,’* a tempera- 
ment seldom connected with very fixed sentiments. But his 
self-contradietion is chiefly to be attributed to his Montanism ; 
those tracts which were written after his adoption of this 
heresy, as compared with those written before it, furnishing 
the principal instances of tergiversation. For though a few 
of his treatises, and only a few, supply no internal evidence on 
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this subject either way, yet a large number furnish probable 
evidence of what bis condition was when he penned them, and 
a still larger number certain evidence.' So that with this key 
to them, his inconsistencies need not present to us much diffi- 
culty on the score of the obscurity at least, which arises from 
them—and that is Daillé’s position—whatever else may be 
said of them. On the contrary, in the case of Tertullian, as 
in the case of regular heretics, the doctrines and rites of the 
orthodox Church are indirectly brought out more vividly by 
the mere accident of being placed in apposition with those of 
the seceders from it. 

I do not think it necessary to examine other of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers on this point, having produced Tertullian by 
far the strongest case of them all; and had I been content 
with simply replying to the proposition as Daillé advances it, 
T needed not have given him an advantage by volunteering the 
catalogue I have of the contradictions of Tertullian ; but I 
wish to lay before you a candid exposition of the real aspect 
of the Fathers, be it what it may; and feel that I shall by 
that means convince .you the rather, that Daillé, even when 
he had some reason for an objection, greatly exaggerates its 
force ; in short, plays the special pleader. 

And this character his next objection continues to attach to 
him ; an objection I shall not think it needful to dwell long 
upon, namely, the difficulty there is in determining what 
degree of relative importance the Fathers assign to the various 
propositions they announce, and yet the necessity of knowing 
this before any practical use can be made of their authority.” 
Who does not see the difference, 6. g. says Daillé, in import- . 
ance between the declarations, that “Christ is God,” and that 
“Christ suffered death when he was thirty-four or thirty-five 
years old,” though both declarations may be true? “It is 
evident,” Daillé proceeds, “that the Fathers themselves re- 
cognised such difference, for Irenzeus writes to Victor, Bishop 
of Rome, when he was excommunicating whole Churches for 
observing Easter, as he considered, at an uncanonical time, 
that Anicetus, his predecessor, had tolerated the like observ- 
ance of it in Polycarp, and was unwilling to disturb the peace 
of the Church by insisting on the necessity of such a ritual.” * 
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So Tertullian, in his “De Prescriptione Hoereticorum,’’! after 
having laid down his regula fidei or creed, containing the 
cardinal articles of faith, proceeds, “This rule, established, as 
we will prove, by Christ, has no doubtful or debatable points 
in it, as we hold, save such as heresies introduce, and such as 
make heretics. And let but this form stand fast in its pro- 
portion, and then you may explore and handle what you will ; 
you may let loose the whole licence of your curiosity, if there 
seems to you to be anything left in ambiguity, or anything 
imperfectly shadowed out.”’ And in a remarkable passage in 
the Epistle of Firmilianus to Cyprian, we read, “ But that the 
brethren at Rome do not keep primitive tradition themselves 
in all respects, and that they pretend to the authority of the 
Apostles without any ground for it, one may know from this ; 
that with respect to the time of celebrating Easter, and many 
other mysteries of religion, they seem to observe different 
customs from others; from the Church of Jerusalem, for in- 
stance; and so in many other provinces, many other things 
differ according to different places and names ; and yet there 
is no departure on this account from the peace and unity of 
the Catholic Church.”* From all these passages it is no doubt 
evident that the Fathers did recognise a great difference in the 
relative importance of questions they handled from time to 
time, a point, indeed, which scarcely required proof, if the 
Fathers were reasonable men, however they might not be pre- 
pared to draw up a scale of the exact estimate they took of 
each. But who could think of making this a ground of 
charge against them, or plead it in proof of the little value 
which attaches to their writings, by reason of the difficulty of 
ascertaining the emphasis with which they spoke on any 
given subject? The Scriptures themselves are open to the 
same objection. Nay, even Churches, with all their defi- 
nite Articles, Creeds, and Liturgies, and with the pains they 
take to circumscribe their sense of Scripture, are still open 
to it. There must be still a very considerable margin in 
which individual opinion is left to range. Dr. Waterland, 
in our own Church, finds room enough for a “ Discourse on 
Fundamentals ;” and there probably are many of its members 
who might not agree with him after all in his selection, some 
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thinking his catalogue too copious, and some too sparing. 
The discretion, therefore, which we have to exercise in other 
cases, we must exercise on the Fathers, and not expect 
them to be categorical on subjects which do not admit of 
it. But before I dismiss this head, I must notice the two 
examples which Daillé adduces from the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
of the manner in which they confound the relative importance 
of things, when they sometimes do happen to declare them- 
selves. One of them is on the case of Infant Communion. 
Having quoted Augustine as saying that “Innocent had laid 
it down with respect to children, that unless they should eat 
the Flesh of the Son of man, they could have no life in them,” 
Daillé proceeds, “and long before his time Cyprian spake on 
the same subject to the same purport; and that opinion, as 
Maldonatus testifies, prevailed in the Church about 600 years. 
I omit,'are Maldonatus’ words, the sentiment of Augustine 
and of Innocent the First; a sentiment which prevailed 
in the Church about 600 years, that the Eucharist is neces- 
sary even for infants” '; the word necessariam being printed 
in the Latin translation of Daillé, which was made from the 
French, revised, augmented and corrected by the author him- 
self? in capital letters. But Cyprian says nothing of the 
kind, whatever Maldonatus, as quoted by Daillé, may say for 
him. Cyprian, who is the first Christidh writer that alludes 
to Infant Communion at all, does so twice; but both times 
are mere allusions ; the fact itself, and no more, transpiring in 
either case incidentally, and when Cyprian was engaged in 
other matters with respect to these children.’ He says nothing 
of its necessity. It was not the question before him. Nor 
can his testimony be used for anything else but the bare 
existence of such a practice in his time. Now surely this pro- 
ceeding of Daillé’s, this shuffling of names and quotations, so 
as to seem to get the conclusion he desires, and to make those 
who do not refer to his authorities, believe that he does so 
fairly, is at least as disingenuous an act as any he can lay 
to the account of the Fathers. The other instance he pro- 
duces from an Ante-Nicene Father of confounding the relative 
importance of things, is on the subject of fasting. Who, says 
he, would not suppose that the whole cause of Christianity 
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was at stake, when Ignatius utters the following tragical 
words, “ Whosoever fasts on the Lord’s day or the Saturday 
(one Saturday only excepted, that before Easter), the same is 
a murderer of Christ.”' Now whatever tendency terms so 
extravagant may have to confound all distinctions of the 
lighter and weightier matters of the law, and so to render the 
Fathers of ambiguous value from their want of discrimination, 
Ignatius is at any rate innocent of the charge. For this 
Epistle to the Philippians is none of his, it is neither men- 
tioned by Eusebius, who enters into a minute account of the 
Epistles of Ignatius, nor by Jerome, but is a spurious Epistle, 
written long after the time of Ignatius, and never included in 
the collection of his Epistles.» Whether Daillé was aware 
of this when he published his treatise “De Usu Patrum,” is 
more than I can tell; he must have been aware of it event- 
ually, when his attention was expressly turned, as it one day 
was, to the subject of the Epistles of Ignatius. 

But supposing this difficulty disposed of; there is still 
according to Daillé another. How do we know that the 
sentiment of a Father was the sentiment of his Church, and 
not his own merely*®? It is obvious that this objection is 
much more easy to make than to refute. It might, perhaps, 
be enough to reply that it rests with Daillé to show that the 
Father does not express the opinions of his Church, not with 
us to show that he does. Is it likely, however, that when so 
few Christian writings have been preserved by the Church at 
all, those should have happened to be preserved, which were 
not on the whole in accordance with her? The Church was 
their keeper ; she saw, therefore, some merit in them which 
induced her to take on herself that office; she must have 
considered that in general they did her service. And this 
argument will be thought to have the more weight, if we 
recollect that the writings of the heretics properly so called, 
have been all suffered to perish: nothing of them remains 
except such fragments as are preserved in the works of their 
orthodox antagonists. For the treatise of Novatianus on the 
Trinity, if his, is hardly in doctrine that of a heretic in the 
ordinary sense of the word, supporting as it does the doctrine 
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of the Church. Moreover, Eusebius, when composing his 
Kcclesiastical History, adopts the Fathers as his authority: 
and what is more, though taking advantage certainly of many 
other Fathers, whose works were then in existence, he does 
make very large use of most of those very Fathers, whose 
volumes have descended to our times: thus showing, that 
even when the Church was much fuller of such documents, 
still these which we actually possess were accounted amongst 
the most valuable, and were selected by the father of early 
Church History for his vouchers and witnesses. He speaks of 
the Epistle of Clemens as having great merit, and as read in 
most Churches.’ He makes liberal use of the Epistles of 
Ignatius, and quotes Polycarp’s commendation of them (him- 
self a Bishop) “as being profitable to the readers of them ; 
as containing faith and patience, and all edification pertaining 


- to our Lord.”? He draws much of the history of the Church 


in Justin’s time, from Justin; and describes him as the most 
noted of those who flourished in his day ; and as preaching 
the truth of God in his writings? He rests a very great part 
of his account of early heresies on the authority of Irenseus, 
and quotes him as though he considered him to be the chief 
writer on that subject. He refers over and over again with 
the same confidence to Clemens Alexandrinus for the facts 
which his works supply, and describes those works in detail 
in terms of praise and approbation.* He enters into all the- 
particulars of the life and writings of Origen, as one of the 
most famous worthies of the Church. And what is more, he 
speaks even of the two Latin Fathers, Cyprian and Tertullian 
—of the former, indeed, but as a conspicuous Bishop*; but of 
the latter, as the author of the Apology, of which he 
translates a passage or two into Greek,*® a circumstance 
which renders his testimony to the value of this Latin writer 
the more weighty, inasmuch as it seems to have been an 
effort to him to translate from the Latin at all—for he offers 
a sort of excuse for his manner of doing it on another occasion 
in the case of the Epistle of Hadrian’—as though a notice of the 
Apology was forced upon him by the celebrity of its author. 

I have run through these brief particulars in order to show, 
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that in the judgment of Eusebius at least, a leading historian 
of the Church, and one who had to lay under contribution for 
his annals all the best authorities which existed in his own 
day, the works of the Fathers we now possess are considered 
worthy of being taken as exponents of the Church of their 
respective periods. 

Nor is this all. The very position and character of many 
of these Fathers: identify them with their respective Churches. 
Clemens Romanus was Bishop of his Church, and writes his 
Epistle in that Church’s name. Ignatius was of the same 
rank. Theophilus of the same. Irenzeus of the same. Cyprian 
of the same. Others among them were not indeed Bishops, 
but distinguished Presbyters of their respective Churches. 
And though, no doubt, there may be heterodox persons in 
high places, yet the presumption has been usually the other 
way; and in the Primitive Church most exceedingly the other 
way. 

Then, if it be further objected, as it is by Daillé, that even 
allowing each Father to be in some sort a representative of 
the particular Church to which he belonged, yet the recogni- 
tion of a doctrine or an ordinance by the Universal Church is 
the only guarantee for its soundness ; it may be observed, 
that these early Fathers whose claims we have been so long 
canvassing, are drawn from almost all parts of the Christian 
world—one from Rome; another from Antioch; a third from 
the Holy Land; a fourth from Carthage; a fifth from Gaul ; 
so that matters, in which they happen to concur, must have 
been of very general acceptance in the Church. Now in all, 
or almost all the substantial questions of Creed and of Ecclesias- 
tical government, they will be found to concur, including many 
points, which would touch Daillé, and come within his cate- 
gory of controversies ; though in some subordinate particulars 
there may be occasional difference ; or, what is more common, 
one of them may assert a point on which another may be en- 
tirely silent; or by implication, may be taken to be even 
against it. Indeed, there were many differences. or contra- 
dictions among whole Churches themselves ; a whole section of 
Churches, e. g. maintaining one side of the Paschal contro- 
versy, and a whole section again, the other side: a large divi- 
sion of them rejecting the Baptism of heretics, and a large 
division of them again accepting it: incidents these in the 
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early history of the Church, of which Daillé does not fail to 
take advantage,’ turning them to the general disparagement of 
the testimony of the Fathers, who first as individuals, and 
next as members of particular Churches, might be involved in 
differences with the more cecumenical voice of Christendom, 
and so should be thought less worth listening to. But this 
should be borne in mind ; that you should regard the Fathers 
as the raw material out of which General: Councils of the 
Church might be made; not as equivalent to General Councils. 
These Fathers, for whom I am pleading, lived before any Gene- 
ral Councils, properly so called, had met; and consequently 
in an age, when a great many questions were unsettled in the 
Church: questions, which after the sera of General Councils 
were finally disposed of ; uniformity and unanimity established 
by that means. Who can doubt that the several members of 
such General Councils, when they first met together to confer, 
however agreeing in the main, brought along with them several 
different sentiments on several different points; and that it 
‘was not till after long conference and mutual illumination, that 
they could be reduced to agree upon the sense and wording of 
the Canons or Constitutions they were met to frame? The 
Fathers may be considered in the condition of such members 
when first they came together—only never having been brought 
together themselves, they have never of themselves adjusted their 
respective sentiments ; and you are left to do it for them. You 
must compare them together, and by drawing deductions from 
them, fashion for yourselves the most primitive of all Canons, 
The conference is not at Nice, or Constantinople, or Ephesus, 
but in your own study. The delegates are not reverend 
speakers from divers Churches, but stately folios from your 
shelves: and accordingly, after having compared them pati- 
ently and without prejudice, and having heard all that each of 
them has to say, you will combine their testimony into one. 
And even as in other Councils, so in this, must allowance be 
made for the peculiar character of the times in which it as- 
sembles, a consideration which would go far to answer the ob- 
jection, or scoff, or sarcasm of Daillé, that the Millenarians 
themselves could boast, not of one Father, but of many Fathers 
on their side—though it would have been only fair in him to 
say that Justin confesses many did not hold this doctrine, 
' Daillé, p. 187, ef seq. 
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though he and those, whom he considered orthodox, did': 
and that Eusebius tells us, it was propagated by Papias, who 
took in a literal sense what the Apostles had said in a mystical 
one.” What, however, if this doctrine has been exploded of 
late years—quiet times have a tendency to hush all trans- 
cendental and mysterious questions, as times of trouble have a 
tendency to excite them: this very one revived amidst the 
throes that attended the Reformation, and was denounced in 
the Articles of King Edward. Still amidst the horrors of the . 
persecutions of Nero and Severus, what wonder that men, who 
could find no resting-plave on the earth they dwelt in, should 
have cherished visions of a better Jerusalem and a resurrection 
of the saints? For we have seen that by the time of Eusebius, 
¢. 6. when the Church was beginning to enjoy peace, the Mil- 
lenarian doctrine was on the wane. And I will add that the 
same consideration will account for some other conclusions in 
the Fathers, which have been urged against their credit with- 
out due allowance; particularly the discouraging terms in 
which they sometimes speak of marriage—it was the “ present 
distress” that in all probability sunk deep in their spirit and 
tinctured their thoughts—and no man can read the history, 
either of Rowland Taylor's martyrdom, or of Rogers’, in our 
own country, without feeling how poignantly the surrender of 
wife and children, in their cases, must have added to the 
bitterness of death. But on this subject, I shall have occasion 
to speak again, and more at length. 


1 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 80. 2 Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. iii. ὁ. 39. 
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LECTURE IX. 


Second proposition of Daillé. His charges against the Fathers of inaccuracy, 
ignorance of Hebrew, use of allegory, examined. Important principle in- 
volved in the latter. Why it was so largely resorted to. Excessive use of it 
by Clemens and Origen. Doctrinal errors of the Fathers insufficient to over- 
throw their testimony. 7041116 8 instances of their discrepancies chiefly Post- 

- Nicene. Discrepancies of the Ante-Nicene confined to minor points. Their 

_ concurrence in important ones the more striking. Concluding objection of 
Daillé. The appeal to the Fathers not excluded by the sixth Article, Dis- 
cretion of our Church in her use of them. Scripture and antiquity the autho- 
rities appealed to by our Reformers. 


Ἦν" have now reviewed the arguments οὗ Daillé contained 
in his first book, in which he had endeavoured to esta- 
blish his first proposition, that the testimony of the Fathers is 
obscure, uncertain, and therefore unfit to decide modern con- 
troversies. 

His second book is occupied with proving his second pro- 
position, viz. that even supposing the testimony of the Fathers 
was clearer, it is not of authority to decide such controversies, 
This book, however, will not detain us so long as the other, 
having been very much anticipated in the furmer one. With- 
out staying, therefore, to debate such preliminary questions as 
that the Fathers are, like other men, liable to error’; that they 
have often a bias of their own towards this conclusion or that, 
which may mislead them in stating what they pretend to be 
the judgment of the Church’; that their authority must rest 
on the same ground as that of other teachers*; that we must 
not put them on the same footing as canonical Scripture * ;— 
dismissing, I say, such preliminary matters as these, and con- 
sidering that they carry along with them their own answers, 
and only present another instance of those tactics in Daillé, 
which I have before had occasion to notice, viz. a disposition 
to create a prejudice before he proceeds to an argument, or else 


 Daillé, p. 205. 3 p. 206. 3 p. 210. # p. 220. 
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satisfied that they have been already handled by.us in former 
Lectures, we will go on to examine some of the errore which 
he imputes to them, and by which he reckons their authority 
to be subverted. It is impossible, he thinks, that parties who 
wrote with such incaution, carelessness, and negligence, could 
have regarded themselves as oracles whom we were to listen 
to." And he then produces examples of some errors of haste. 
Here, however, as elsewhere, Daillé illustrates, for the most 
part, though not altogether, from the works of the Post-Nicene 
Fathers. . Amongst the Ante-Nicene, there is reason to believe, 
as he states, that Origen dictated some of his Homilies off-hand ; 
and of course the value of compositions, which were so little 
studied, must be taken accordingly. Extempore effusions, no 
doubt, would be poor authority for the doctrines of a Church 
either in Origen’s days or our own. But how small a part of 
the Ante-Nicene Theology, at least, consists in Homilies. Not 
that the accuracy of the writers of that period, even in other 
departments, can in all respects be vindicated. Certainly there 
are gross mistakes to be found in them. 104116 produces 
several from Justin. He makes David, 6. σ. live 1500 years 
before Christ’; and when treating of the Septuagint version, says 
that Ptolemy, King of Egypt, sent messengers to Herod, King 
of Juda, to beg of him copies of the writings of the Prophets; 
whereas he did send to Eleazar the High Priest, some 200 
years before Herod’s time.* He mentions a statue erected 
under Claudius Cesar at Rome, to Simon Magus, with the 
inscription “Simoni Deo sancto,”* on which Daillé observes, 
that it is now agreed amongst learned men, that it was in 
truth a statue dedicated Semoni Sanco Deo, one of the minor 
Deities of Rome, and that Justin misread the legend—a fact, 
however, not quite so certain. For Justin himself was, like 
Simon, a native of Samaria, and would, therefore, be likely to 
take himself master of the particulars of Simon’s history 
beyond another man. Moreover he addresses himself, when 
speaking of this statue, to the Emperor of Rome himself, who 
might be supposed, or at least must have had those about him 
who might be supposed, to be able to test the accuracy of the 
statement. The fragment of marble, too, dug up in the island 
of the Tiber, in the year 1574, inscribed Semoni Sanco Deo 
ΠΑ Daillé, p. 284. | ὃ ς 81. Daillé, p. 238. 
? Justin Martyr, Apol. I. αὶ 42. * Daillé, p. 240. 
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Fidio, and the discovery of which, and nothing whatever else, 
gave occasion to calling Justin’s account in question, has been 
thought by some to be too small to have ever had a statue 
upon it. And finally, Justin’s story has been repeated by 
most of the early Fathers that followed him, nearly in the 
same terms'; so that it is at any rate far from clear that 
Justin, in this case, at least, was in error. Daillé further 
takes notice of his quoting Zephaniah for Zechariah,*? and 
Jeremiah for Daniel.? He might have added that he cites 
Isaiah for Jeremiah,* and Zechariah for Malachi®; that he 
talks of the Prophets who foretold the coming of Christ some 
5000, some 3000, some 2000, some 1000, some 800 years 
beforehand’; that he reads the same passage of Scripture in 
several ways, in several places’; and even yet he would not 
have exhausted his inaccuracies. Indeed, one of his editors,® 
losing patience with his author, exclaims in one of his notes, 
“Incredibilis est Justini in recitandis Scripturis inconstantia ;” 
and in his Dedication talks of “ Incredibilis qusedam in scri- 
bendo festinatio” in Justin ; and yet, in spite of all this, this 
very editor does not scruple to speak of him in the same Dedi- 
cation as setate antiquissimum, auctoritate gravissumum. And 
such, I am confident, would be the impression left on the mind 
of any man, who read him carefully through in a fair and can- 
did spirit, and considered how accidental the greater part of 
these lapses are, and how very small a proportion, after all, 
they bear to the extent of his works. For this is what gives 
effect to Dailld’s criticism in the whole of his second book, that 
ranging over the writings of the Fathers, he selects nothing 
whatever from them but their mistakes and defects; and 
having done this with an air of seeming triumph, he exclaims, 
these are the authors you are disposed to regard with reverence. 
What if a Romanist (to avail myself of an illustration of his 
own) were to collect together all the difficulties contained in 
the Bible, and then ask in his turn, Is this the book which 
you Protestants tell us he who runs may read? The inaccu- 
racies of Justin are almost all of a kind that do not materially 
affect his credit as a witness of the Church of his own time, 
'See Burton’s Bampton Lectures,| ὅ Dial. § 49. 


Notes, p. 874. δ Apol. I. § 81. 
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whether as to its ordinances or doctrines. They are in general 
mere slips of memory, perhaps occurring when he was writing 
under difficulties, and without his references at hand. It is 
not unreasonable to suppose, that a man who lived in such a 
day, and who died a martyr’s death, did not compoee with all 
the advantages, which appertain to a quiet scholar in peaceful 
times with his books about him. Indeed, the Apologies bear 
internal evidence of having been written under persecution ; 
and the Dialogue (if we are not to suppose the scene altogether 
imaginary) of the author having been on the eve of a voyage 
when he maintained it. 

There is another class of errors on which Daillé animadverts, 
as shaking the authority of the Fathers—those which beset 
them through their ignorance of Hebrew— ignorance which he 
finds betrayed more particularly in their attempts at etymo- 
logy.’ Some instances he gives; many more he might have 
given. Thus Justin derives the word Satanas from Satan 
(caray) an apostate, and nas (yas) a serpent,® Israel from Isra 
(‘Iopa), ἃ man, and El (“HA) power.’ Irensous says that in 
the Hebrew tongue Jesus signifies “that Lord who contains 
heaven and earth.”* He has equally strange interpretations 
of Sabaoth and Adonai’; the former of which, he says, means 
“ voluntarium,” the latter “nominabile,” or perhaps it should 
be read “ innominabile,” a substitute for the unutterable name, 
which Irenzeus mistook for a word having the actual sense of 
“innominabile.” Other stumbles of the same kind may be 
remarked in him. Clemens Alexandrinus tells us that Jacob 
was “called Israel because he had seen the Lord God,’’® and that 
Moses was so called, because in the language of the Egyptians 
water is pov,’ and Hosanna means “light and glory and 
praise, with supplication to the Lord,”’* and that Rebecca, is 
equivalent to “patience” (ὑπομονὴ), where he speaks with Philo, 
from whom he very often borrows his derivations,’ yet he else 
where says that it is equivalent to the “glory of God.” Theo-. 
philus of Antioch, who had an unhappy taste for etymology, 
seems to consider the Hebrew word Sabbath exactly translated 


1 Daillé, pp. 243, 244, Ε «..τ..Ὁ 5." T Stromat. I. § xxiii. p. 412. 

3 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 103. 8 Pedag. I. o. v. pp. 104, 105. 
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by the Greek word ἑβδομάο' ; though certainly in his inter- 
pretation of the word Eden? and of the word Noah he is not 
liable to the same animadversion. There seems some reason to 
think, I will add, that even Origen, the single one of the Ante- 
Nicene Fathers, whose works have come down to us, supposed to 
have had much knowledge of Hebrew, had but a limited amount 
of it; for though his Hexapla proves that such as he had he 
turned to the best account, and though the loss of that work 
is, perhaps, the heaviest of any that biblical criticism ever 
sustained, still his writings yield incidental evidence that his 
acquaintance with Hebrew was not profound. Thus his cor- 
respondent Africanus having started an objection to the 
authority of the history of Susanna and the Elders, that it bore 
internal marks of not having been written in Hebrew—for 
that when one of the elders said he had seen Susanna in the 
act of adultery under a holm-tree (ὑπὸ πρῖνον), Daniel’s answer 
was, that the angel would saw him asunder (πρίσειν) ; and 
when the other said under a mastic-tree (ὑπὸ σχῖνον), Daniel’s 
answer again was, that he, too, would be cleft in twain 
(σχισθῆναι) ; E the similarity of the Greek words πρῖνον and 
πρίσειν, σχῖνον and σχισθῆναι, suggesting the turn of the 
sentence, which similarity did not exist in the. Hebrew*— 
Origen replies, that “ Finding himself at a loss, he had re- 
ferred the question to Jews not afew, asking them what 
apivos was called in their language, and what mpifev, how 
they would translate the plant oyivos, and how they would 
render σχίέξζειν ; and though they profess themselves unable to 
tell him what trees were indicated by these names, and so far 
Origen might seem not more imperfectly informed in Hebrew 
than themselves, seeing that what was a difficulty to him was a 
difficulty to them ; yet, no doubt, these Jews could have readily 
given the meaning of πρέξειν and σχίξειν in the Hebrew, which 
Origen, it should appear, could not ; and altogether his mode of 
putting the case argues that he had no confidence in his own 
judgment on this occasion, or in his possessing the means of 
forming one. Elsewhere he considers Sabaoth as in iteelf one 
of the names of God, and couples it with Adonai as another.* 

And it is remarkable that though the first two books against 
‘Celsus profess to be an answer to the objections of a Jew against 


1 a ie ad Autolyoum, IT.g12.| 4 Origen, Ep. ad Africanum, § 6. 
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Christianity,’ not a single argument in them turns upon the 
Hebrew or touches on it ; and yet this work was written after 
the greater part of his Commentary on the books of Scripture, 
perhaps after the whole, except that on certain of the Pro- 
phets ; so that we have here proof that the compositions which 
have come down to us were principally framed by Origen when 
his Hebrew scholarship was such as I have intimated.” But 
allowing that the early Fathers, with one or two exceptions, 
were ignorant of Hebrew, or at least imperfectly acquainted 
with it, that circumstance does not shake their authority as 
witnesses of the practices and doctrines of the Primitive Church. 
It may make them in themselves less able expositors of the 
Old Testament, but that is not the question. The value of 
the Primitive Fathers arises chiefly from this, that living soon 
after our Lord and the Apostles, soon after the times when 
the Holy Ghost was most active in the Church leading the 
disciples into all truth, and being themselves trusted by the 
Church with high offices, they can scarcely fail of reflecting in 
some considerable measure the: impression which the Church 
had taken, and must in the main communicate the notions of 
doctrines to be taught and ordinances to be observed, not 
which they themselves had derived from their Hebrew or other 
scholarship, but which had been imparted to them from even 
a higher source. 

Another feature in the writings of the Fathers, which 
Daillé produces as impairing their authority, is their heedless 
use of allegory.’ Here, again, Daillé’s instances are drawn as 
usual, from the works of Post-Nicene Fathers: but I have no 
wish to avail myself of that escape from his argument. The 
same taste exhibits itself in the Ante-Nicene authors so uni- 
versally, that if any one thing more than another can be pre- 
dicated of the Primitive Church, it is that in the explanation 
of Scripture, and especially of the Old Testament, it was 
governed by a principle of figurative interpretation: but it is 


1 Preefatio, § 6; 11. αὶ 77; TII.§ 1. | Ep. to the Thessalonians (TI. § 65). 
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figurative interpretation for one object almost exclusively, viz. 
to show that the Scriptures from first to last, even in their 
most ordinary details, are filled with the subject of a Saviour, 
I shall have a better opportunity of pointing this out by 
examples at a future time, when I come to speak of the inter- 
pretation of Scripture, and of the cast given to it by a know- 
ledge of the Fathers. At present I will content myself with 
saying, that this allegorical mode of understanding Scripture 
and the facts recorded in Scripture, however indulged in by 
the Fathers, and especially by the later Fathers to excess, is 
certainly in itself of the very earliest date in the Christian 
Church. For not to speak of the Epistle of Barnabas, written 
within forty years of our Saviour’s death, which is full of it ; 
the “senior quidam,” to whom Irenseus refers from ‘time to 
time (not always, perhaps, the same person, but necessarily 
contemporary or all but contemporary with the Apostles, 
indeed called on one occasion “senior apostolorum discipulus ”)! 
is clearly actuated by it ; finding, as he does, in the extension 
of the arms of Jesus on the Cross, an emblem of the purpose 
of God to gather unto Himself two people, the Jews and the 
Gentiles.? So that the principle itself was no weakness in the 
Fathers, no hallucination of theirs, but, however used by them 
or even abused, was, as I have said, unquestionably a promi- 
nent feature of the theology of the Primitive Church, to which 
they merely gave expression. The tendency to this peculiar 
character of exposition in the early Church was augmented, as 
it should seem, by the reluctance observed in the Jews, at 
least with the exception of those of Alexandria and of the 
Alexandrian school, to discover in Scripture any meaning 
beyond the literal, (whereby they cut themselves off from 
much of the evidence it contained for a Saviour to come, and 
hardened themselves in unbelief,* nay, often involved the 
Law in positive contradictions, the language of it, when figu- 
ratively intended, not answering to a strictly literal sense,*) 
and was further augmented by a similar effect the same ad- 
herence to the literal sense was seen to produce on the Ebion- 
ites, (for they too disparaged the Saviour,) and by the manner 
in which it was perceived to pave the way for heretics in 
general to claim the authority of Scripture for doctrines the 
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most extravagant, (arguing, for example, as they did,’ against 
the resurrection. of the body from the text “flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God,’’) and this not in a few 
instances, but in so many, that more heresies, it was said, 
might be referred to the process of expounding Scripture by 
the letter, than even to the lusts and passions of mankind." 
Strong, however, as the appetite of the Fathers certainly was 
on all these accounts for figures, I do not think any instance 
can be produced from those before Origen of the literal mean- 
ing of a passage of Scripture being evaporated in the figurative. 
The Epistle of Barnabas, replete as it is with allegory, al- 
ways betrays’ that its author regarded the incidents of the 
Law, on which he founds his figures, as matters of fact. 
With Justin it is the same. He may have his theory, for in- 
stance, of the battle of the Israelites with Amalek, and of the 
esoteric meaning it conveyed, but he evidently believes that 
the battle was fought, and was attended by the circumstances 
recorded in holy Writ.’ Or he may find a deeper sense than 
the apparent one in the milch kine conveying the cart which 
contained the ark to the house of Joshua‘; but he had no 
suspicion of the transaction itself being ideal.’ Theophilus 
reviews all the details of the Creation as recorded by Moses, 
and detects a mystical sense under almost every one of them ; 
but he still regards the whole as a substantial history, and 
rebukes the Greeks for the fabulous nature of their cosmogony.° 
Irenzeus abounds in mystical applications of Scriptural inci- 
dents, but still he cannot justly be charged with resolving the 
fact into the figure. Take the history of Lot and his daughters, 
a history which he construes allegorically (or rather the Pres- 
byter does so, whose words he adopts); and still it will be 
discovered, that he considers it as an actual event in that 
patriarch’s life. And this, be it observed, belongs to a class 
of the most trying cases of all that I could have named; the 
offensive character of the act putting the commentator under 
a temptation to refine it into a parable. Still, I say, the 
transaction is quoted as a real occurrence. It is expressly 
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branded as a sin; and we are invited to give God thanks for 
having provided a pardon for such sins of the patriarchs by 
the Advent of our Lord. Tertullian has his allegories, but 
not to the annihilation of the facts they grow out of. The 
wise men, when they offered Jesus gold, and frankincense, and 
myrrh, intimated that the curious arts of magic were all to be 
surrendered, now that the infant Saviour had appeared. And 
the command given them to return from Bethlehem by another 
way, was expressive of the better course in which they were 
to walk for the time to come.’ But the journey of the wise 
men is considered to be a fact, for it is argued on as such in 
the self-same passage. ° 

It is not till we come to Clemens Alexandrinus, that we 
have any misgivings whatever on the subject before us; or 
that our suspicions are awaked of the real being sunk in the 
allegorical. Alexandria, indeed, was the very focus of the 
figurative exposition of Scripture; under the influence of 
Philo the Alexandrian Jew, to whom Clemens refers, and from 
whom he largely borrows’; and of Aristobulus, a commentator 
on the books of Moses of a still earlier date, he also of Alexan- 
dria.* That Clemens finds mysteries in the incidents both of 
the Old Testament and of the New, in great abundance, and 
in very trivial matters, and refines on them to excess, is cer- 
tain ; but whether he ever actually loses sight of the letter in 
the spirit, may still be doubted ; though it perhaps may be 
allowed that he does so write as to pave the way for Origen, 
who succeeded him in the same school, and who also was 
a great admirer of Philo, to do so in some instances ; and he 
is the first of the Fathers, of whom it can be said that he 
refines the fact away in the allegory; and even of him it 
can only be said under great restriction. Origen’s general 
notions upon this question seem to be most fairly represented 
in his treatise against Celsus, the soberest of his works— 
viz. that. we are to consider the narrative of Scripture as 
having an obvious sense, but that we are not to rest in the 
obvious ; nor in interpreting the Law are we to begin and end 
with the letter ‘—and that in like manner, in contemplating 


' Tertullian, De Idololatria, c. ix. λεγομένων ἐν τῇ προφανεῖ ἱστορίᾳ. μήδ᾽ 
* Clem. Alex. Stromat. I. c. v. p. 833, | ἐν τῇ κατὰ τὰς λέξεις καὶ τὸ γράμμα 
8 Origen, Contra Celsum, TV. § 51. vonobecig.—Contra Celsum, 1]. § 6. 

᾿ 4° Qs μὴ καταπαύοντες τὸν νοῦν τῶν 
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the incidents related of Jesus, we shall not arrive at the 
spectacle of the truth in full, unless we are guided by the 
same rule.’ 

Meanwhile it may be conceded to Daill¢, that when the 
Fathers wrote in the unelaborate manner they did, they could 
have little idea that they were prescribing for our faith, or 
settling our controversies.” But they are not the worse 
qualified for exerting such influence on us, because they had 
no intention of doing so. We may not be disposed to ac- 
quiesce in the reasonableness of every allegory, which every 
Father discovers or thinks he discovers in Scripture. The 
Fathers themselves do not expect it. Origen expressly says, 
that though we may be sure a fact is typical, we cannot be 
sure that the type we see in it is the right one: we may sup- 
pose 6. g. fearlessly, that the Tabernacle in general 1s figurative, 
but in applying the figure in detail we may be more or less 
mistaken.* But this general conclusion at least we may draw 
from testimony so concurrent, that the spirit of the Primitive 
Church in its interpretation, was to deal largely in allegories 
by which the text was made continually to point to the 
Saviour: or in other words, that an evangelical construction 
of Scripture was the construction sanctioned by the Primitive 
Church. And though the authority of the Fathers, as indi- 
vidual interpreters, might be damaged by any extravagance in 
an allegory, whilst they were in pursuit of this leading object ; 
their authority as witnesses, that the interpretation of Scrip- 
ture went very much upon that principle, would not suffer by 
it; nay, would be rather promoted. And this, we must al- 
ways remember, is the matter at issue, what authority is due 
to the Fathers as witnesses of the character of the Primitive 
Church. A child may produce more conviction in the minds of 
a jury than the greatest wit, and certainly would do so, if his 


‘Ta συμβεβηκέναι ἀναγε ραμμένα 

τῳ Ἰησοῦ οὐκ ἐν ψιλῇ τῇ λέξει καὶ τῇ 

ig τὴν πᾶσαν ἔχει θεωρίαν τῆς 
eias.—Contra Celsum, 11. § 69. 

Ἢ Daille, p. 251. 

3 Kal ore μὲν olxovopias εἰσί τινες 
μυστικαὶ δηλούμεναι διὰ τῶν θείων 
γραφῶν, πάντες καὶ οἱ ἀκεραιότατοι 
τῶν τῷ ,«Τροσιόντων πεπιστεύ- 
κασι" τίνες δὲ αὗται, oi, εὐγνώμονες καὶ 


ἄτυφοι al μὴ εἰδέναι. 2.6. 


= 


ἐπὰν ἡ κατασκευὴ τῆς σκηνῆς ἀνα- 
γινώτκηται, πειθόμενοι τύπους εἶναι 
τὰ γεγραμμένα, ζητοῦσιν ἁ δυνήδονται 
ἐφαρμόσαι ἑκάστῳ ᾿ τῶν κατὰ τὴν σκηνὴν 
λεγομένων" ὅσον μὲν ἐπὶ τῷ πείθεσθαι 
ὅτι τύπος revds ἐστιν 7 σκηνὴ, ov 
ὃ ‘dvovres* ὅσον δὲ ἐπὶ τῷ τῷδέ 
τινι a Tiseypagys ἐφαρμόζειν τὸν 
λόγον οὗ ἐστι τύπος ἡ σκηνὴ, ἔσ 
ὅτε ἀποπίπτοντες, «.7.4.—Origen, De 
Principiis, LV. § υ. 
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position happened to give him advantages, which the other 
had not, for bearing testimony to the question in dispute. 
Besides there is another light in which these allegories should 
be regarded, as has been well observed by Dr. Waterland,' 
viz. that they were probably in most instances not so much 
intended to be interpretations of Scripture, as wees or im- 
provements of it ; pious meditations upon Scripture ; spiritual 
exercises, calculated, perhaps, beyond any other lessons to at- 
tract attention and win the multitude of hearers. How popv- 
lar are the Contemplations of Bishop Hall, which are of this 
character ! 

Another argument, by which Daillé detracts from the au- 
thority of the Fathers is, that in many particulars of their 
faith they were in acknowledged error.” And then he briefly 
recounts a list of charges of this kind, which he thinks might 
be brought against them. Justin believed in the Millennium ; 
regarded, as it should seem, the essence of the Deity to be 
finite (a view which Daillé imputes to him on very insufficient 
grounds, and by a technical construction of a loose phraseology, 
never intended to be taken literally *); understood by the 
sons of God going in unto the daughters of men, an inter- 
course of fallen angels with women, of which demons were 
the issue ; imagined that the souls even of the just and of the 
prophets in the intermediate state, fell under some power 
of the evil spirits, building his notion (a circumstance which 
Daillé suppresses, though it qualifies his proposition) partly on 
the capacity the witch enjoyed of calling up the soul of Samuel‘; 
thought that the heathens such as Socrates, who lived up to 
their reason, (μετὰ λόγου, the double sense of λόγος being, no 
doubt, at the bottom of his argument *) were in some sort 
Christians. Irensous, besides partaking with Justin in some 
of these errors, contended that our Lord was between forty 
and fifty years of age when he died ; led into this mistake 


partly, perhaps (as Augustine suspects), by his ignorance of 


1 On the Use and Value of Ecclesias- | would imply that God the Father was 
tical Antiquity, Works, vol. v. p. 312, | not himself in heaven at that time, but 
Oxf. Ed. 2 Daillé, p. 252. at Sodom, if it was the God the Father, 

8 Daillé, p. 255. Justin is employed | who was there; Justin's object being to 
in convincing Trypho, that he is | force on Trypho a recognition of God 
wrong in supposing all.that is said of | the Son.—Dial. §§ 60. 127. 

-“the Lord” in the Old Testament ap-| ‘4 § 105. 5 Apol. 1, § 46. 
ins to God the Father—e. g.“The| © See Dissert, Prev. p. oxxxviii. Be- 
Lord rained down fire from the Lord” | ned, Ed. 
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the years of the Consulate, in which Christ was born and 
suffered, and partly by his eagerness to repel the argument of 
the Gnostics, who found a type of their thirty Atons in the 
_ age at which they maintained Christ was crucified, seeing that 

he began to be about thirty years of age when he was bap- 
tized, ὁ. ¢. in their reckoning twenty-nine, and that his teach- 
ing lasted twelve months only (the number of another group 
of their Atons) being the period which was announced for it 
before by the prophet, when he spake of the “acceptable year 
of the Lord.” Irenseus, therefore, not content with showing, 
as he does, that Christ's ministry must have extended beyond 
one year by the fact of his attending at least three Passovers, 
farther impugns their claim to the symbol of thirty years 
by lengthening the life of Jesus to more than forty, relying 
upon the reasoning that he bad to sanctify every age of man 
by the corresponding one of his own: infants, by his infancy ; 
boys, by his boyhood ; men, by his maturity ; and old men, 
by his incipient decay; upon the text, “Thou art not yet fifty 
years old, and hast thou seen Abraham?” and upon the 
tradition of the elders from St. John. Irenseus also maintains 
that disembodied souls retain the form of the bodies they 
occupied, so that they may still be recognised, as the soul 
of Lazarus was by the rich man.” Again, Clemens Alexan- 
drinus teaches that the Gentiles were in some sort justified by 
philosophy*® ; meaning, however, no more than that the virtue 
there was in it, and which was itself supplied by God, trained 
them for a better faith, as the Law did the Jews; that those 
who lived before the Advent of the Saviour, could not be 
justly condemned if they had no option with respect to ac- 
cepting or rejecting his message; and that therefore, after the 
crucifixion, he descended into Hades to publish to them the 
Gospel and its conditions‘ ; and that punishments are purga- 
torial, and therefore not eternal. 

Daillé proceeds through the other Fathers in the same way, 
but I shall not follow him, having now produced a number of 
specimens of the class of errors into which the Fathers are in 
the habit of falling, to give you a just idea of them, and to 
satisfy you that they are not of a kind to invalidate the 
authority of those writers as witnesses to the great character- 


' Ireneeus, IT. ο. xxii, 8 Stromat. 1. § xx. p. 377. 
ὃς, xxxiv. § 1. “VI. § vi. p. 763, et seg. 
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istics of the Primitive Church, both with regard to its doc- 
trines and ritual. If we had pretended that the Fathers were 
infallible, it would have been another thing, but we made no 
such claims for them. These errors, you will have seen, are 
almost all of them private conjectures on speculative points of 
subordinate importance, which do not affect any of the great 
doctrines of Christianity, for on such all these parties are 
agreed. It may be a chronological blunder to contend that 
our Lord was between forty and fifty when he was crucified, 
but that is all that can be said. It would have been a vital 
matter to have disputed his crucifixion in the flesh at all, the 
circumstance that made it availing, the union of the Godhead 
and Manhood in the Person of the Saviour, and the redemp- 
tion it wrought for the sins of the whole world; but in these 
latter positions they are of one consent, and by their unanimity 
afford us all reasonable assurance that the Primitive Church 
was agreed on them too. So far from fundamental are the . 
questions here agitated, that it may be doubted whether our 
own Church, with all her formularies and Articles, would 
touch the case of one who held any or all of them, so as to 
exclude him from her communion. When the early Fathers 
wrote, which was before successive ages, each profiting by the 
labours of those before it, had sifted theology, before Councils 
of the Church had been assembled, and before nice and- exact 
Confessions of faith had been framed—all these measures, be it 
remembered, proceeding upon the principle not of devising 
what was new, but of determining and fixing what was taught, 
though not technically expressed, from the beginning—when 
the early Fathers wrote, I say, before all this investigation 
into the details of Divinity had occurred, there must have been 
many lesser points unsettled, and great room for the fancies 
of individuals dispersed over the world, with not much op- © 
portunity of personal conference and with no rail to hold 
by, to wander into peculiar thoughts. And this consideration 
only gives greater value to their testimony when it is unani- 
mous, as on all main things it is, and tends even to raise their 
authority on the subjects for which we use it. 

The next circumstance which Daillé represents as invali- 
dating the authority of the Fathers, is their disagreement one 
with another ; the old story, in short, of Father against Father. 
But what are these discrepancies which are supposed to be so 
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fatal to the credit of the Fathers? None are specified of the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers, at least one with another, save the tales 
of Victor’s controversy with the Asiatics on the time of keep- 
ing Easter, and Cyprian’s with Stephanus on the subject of 
Baptism of heretics,’ unless it be that other respecting the age 
of Jesus at his crucifixion, in which Irenseus disagrees with 
Tertullian *; and that still more minute one respecting the soul 
of Samuel, which Justin represents as really called up by the 
witch >; whilst Tertullian regards it os merely a spectral 
illusion. The other instances adduced by Daillé are those of 
Ante-Nicene Fathers differing from Post-Nicene, as Tertullian 
from Augustine on the nature of the soul’s generation, which 
is nearly the only one of this class; for another of fasting on 
Saturday, in which Ignatius is described as opposed to the 
Apostolical Constitutions, is a spurious case, the Epistle of 
Ignatius to the Philippians, on which it is founded, being, as 
we have already observed, apocryphal*: or of Post-Nicene 
Fathers, and many of those of quite a late date, differing from 
One another. With such cases as these I am not careful to 
᾿ς engage ; the testimony of the Fathers becoming less interesting, 
and our anxiety to defend it less sensitive in proportion as 
they are removed from primitive times, and from the Church 
of which we seek to ascertain the features. But how few and 
how unimportant are the discrepancies between the Ante-Ni- 
cene Fathers, is evident from the perpetual recurrence we find, 
in the detractors from their worth, of these two cases of the 
Paschal and Baptismal controversy. These are always put for- 
ward as their greatest grievances, as the foremost criminations 
under this head of which they can bethink themselves. Yet 
how far from being matters of primary importance are these | 
And if the peace of the Church was disturbed to the degree in 
which it was disturbed, by two such contests as these, both of 
them springing out of extreme jealousy of innovation, and a 
determination on either side to adhere to what either party 
considered to be a primitive usage, how certain may we be 
that the same persons would not have submitted to any un- 
sound compromise on matters more serious; and how’safely 
may we conclude, that if on such matters they are unanimous, 
their unanimity is the result of their confidence, that the faith 
' Daillé, p. 296. 3 p. 297. 4 Tertullian, De Anima, ὁ. lvii. 
8 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 105. & Daillé, p. 297. 
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they hold in those particulars was that once delivered to the 
saints | 
Finally, Daillé contends that even supposing the Fathers to 

be not so obscure as they are, and to deserve more authority 
than they have, neither Romanists nor Protestants do ac- 
knowledge them as umpires in their disputes, but accept and 
reject them at pleasure, and in a degree which suits their own 
convenience. Thus Protestants admit nothing but the canon- 
ical Scriptures as their rule of faith, this dogma being the 
very corner-stone of the Reformation’; and in confirmation 
of the fact, he cites Calvin, Bucer, Melancthon, Luther, Beza, 
though admitting that the chief among them (and the name 
of Jewel he here introduces) did refer to the books of the 
Fathers in their disputations. But it will be found, says he, 
on an accurate examination of their manner of reasoning, that 
they used them not to establish their own opinions, but to 
refute those of the Romanists.? I think he would have a 
difficulty in proving this in the case of Jewel at least. In 
the beginning of his Apology he proposes to make the works 
of the Fathers an element of his demonstration, that the 
Reformers had right on their side. “Quod si docemus sacro- 
sanctum Dei Evangelium, et veteres episcopos, atque Ecclesiam 
primitivam nobiscum facere,”* is the language which he uses ; 
not simply is against the Romanists, but nobiseum facere, is 
with us; and the whole tenour of his argument is consistent 
with this exposition of it. Nor does the sixth Article of our 
Church, which is of much more consequence, speak to the 
exclusion of all respect for the decisions of the Primitive 
Church in the manner Daillé understands this maxim of the 
Reformation ; and as his reference to Jewel indicates that he 
Involves the Church of England in this observation, it is 
proper for us to appeal to the authoritative documents of that 
Church. There is nothing in that Article which is not per- 
fectly consistent with what we are pleading for. “ We allow 
no doctrine as necessary,” to use the words of one of the 
soundest of our divines, Dr. Waterland, “ which stands only 
on Fathers or on tradition, oral or written ; we admit none 
- 1 Daillé, p. 806. 

2 Sed si eorum mentem atque insti- | ad suas constituendas Patrum uti testi- 
tutum accurate inspexeris, reperies eos | monio.—Daillé, p. 310. 


ad refutandum non ad confirmandum, 8 Bishop Jewel’s Works, vol. iv. p. 12, 
ad evertendas opiniones Romanas, non; Oxf. Ed. 
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for such, but what is contained in Scripture, and proved 
by Scripture, rightly interpreted. And we know of no way 
more safe in necessaries, to preserve the right interpretation, 
than to take the ancients along with us. We think it a good 
method to secure our rule of fuith against impostures of all 
kinds, whether of enthusiasm or false criticism, or conceited 
reason, or oral tradition, or the assuming dictates of an in- 
fallible chair. If we thus preserve the true sense of Scripture, 
and upon that sense build our faith, we then build upon 
Scripture only ; for the sense of Scripture is Scripture. Sup. 
pose a man were to prove his legal title to an estate, he ap- 
peals to the laws.; the true sense and meaning of the laws 
must be proved by the best rules of interpretation ; but after 
all it is the law that gives the title, and that only. In like 
manner, after using all proper means to come at the sense of 
Scripture (which is Scripture), it is that and that only, which 
we ground our faith upon, and prove our faith by. We allege 
not Fathers as grounds, or principles, or foundations of our 
faith, but as witnesses, and as interpreters, and faithful con- 
veyers.”' That is the aspect in which the Church of England 
contemplates the early Fathers. And if the Church of Rome 
does not hold them in equal honour,—and the numerous 
examples which Daillé adduces of this in the person of Petau 
(Petavius), and other Jesuits, tend to show that it does not,— 
this should only lead us to conclude that their testimony is not 
lightly to be thrown away by those who would successfully. 
contend with the Church of Rome. For what can have 
created this distaste for them in the minds of Romanists, but 
consciousness that they bore witness against them? And 
we know, in fact, what I have often suggested before, that 
Bishop Bull, in his defence of the Nicene Creed, is as much 
engaged in upholding the authority of the primitive Fathers 
against this same Jesuit Petau, as he is in maintaining it 
against Zuicker a Socinian, or Sandius an Arian? Indeed, 
it is precisely the same feeling which prompts the Romanists 
to disparage the primitive Fathers, that prompte Daillé and 
the foreign Protestants to do the same ; viz. that their autho- 
rity is unpropitious to them both. 

1 Waterland, On The Use and Value | ? Works of Bishop Bull, vol. i. p. 258, 


of Ecclesiastical Antiquity. Works, vol. | Oxf. Ed., and Def. Fid. Nic. sect. 2, 0, 
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It is true that our Church exercises a certain discretion in 
the use of the Fathers: some rites or doctrines she may not 
adopt, because she may think they have only the partial sup- 
port of primitive testimony ; such as Infant Communion, 
which rests, as we have seen, on ἃ single witness, and that of 
the third century. Some, however innocent in themselves, 
she may reject, because she finds no trace of them in Scrip- 
ture ; such as the use of oil, milk and honey at or after Bap- 
tism, or of water with the wine in the Eucharist ; whereas in 
most cases, where she follows the Fathers, she sees in them 
the development of some hint at least in Scripture. Some 
she qualifies from an experience that they have been the 
parents of dangerous superstitions ; such as the invocation of 
the Holy Ghost on the elements in the Eucharist, or ἐπέ- 
KAnots, as it is called, a primitive feature, which, though once 
distinctly forming a part of her Communion office, and though 
the parallel prayer is still retained in the office of Baptism for 
. consecrating the water where there could be no abuse, she has 
not indeed withdrawn out of fear of encouraging the error 
of Transubstantiation, but modified by using the terms, 
“Hear us, O merciful Father, we most humbly beseech Thee, 
and grant that we, receiving these thy creatures of bread and 
wine according to thy Son our Saviour Jesus Christ’s holy 
institution, in remembrance of his death and passion, may be 
partakers of his most blessed Body and Blood ;’’ such, again, 
as prayers and offerings for the dead, another primitive cus- 
tom which she has reduced in her Communion office to a 
thanksgiving for those that are departed in the faith and fear 
of God, and a prayer that “with them we may be partakers 
of God’s heavenly kingdom ;” not venturing to go further 
in that office more especially, remembering the masses for the 
dead of old; but in the Burial Service praying “that we, 
with all those that are departed in the true faith of God’s 
holy Name, may have our perfect consummation and bliss, 
both in body and soul.” : 

I adduce these instances as furnishing an idea of the man- 
ner in which the Church of England exercises a judgment of 
her own in handling the Fathers ; now and then, for reasons 
I have said, walking with them delicately ; in general, where 
their evidence is clear and unanimous, and especially where it 
responds to some intimation in Scripture otherwise scarcely 
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intelligible from its brevity, greatly resting upon it. The 
questions of Infant Baptism, sponsors at Baptism, promises at 
Baptism, a confession of faith at Baptism ; the precise nature 
of the Eucharist, whether in any sense sacrificial or not, 
whether to be partaken of in both kinds and by all; a Clergy, 
whether an order distinct from the Laity, whether distin- 
guished into three ranks; a form of Common Prayer in a 
language understood by the people; the Apostolical succes- 
sion, the virtues of absolution, the character of schism—all 
these are subjects which enter into the composition of the 
Church of England, and are to be resolved more or less by 
antiquity. Accordingly, to enumerate them, is enough to 
point out the expediency of abiding by the watch-word of the 
best champions of our form of faith, and of upholding what it 
has been the great object of these Lectures to assert—Scrip- 
ture and the Primitive Church. For we may be quite sure 
that if the Reformers drew their conclusions from these two 
premises, we shall not be able to defend those conclusions, 
if we repudiate one of them. 
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LECTURE X. 


Occasion of Barbeyrac’s work. His imperfect acquaintance with the Fathers, 
and misconstruction of their writings. His charge against Justin, that he en- 
couraged volunteering martyrdom, examined. Sentiments of Clemens, Ter- 
tullian, Origen, Cyprian, on this subject. Warmth of their language accounted 
for. Martyrdom instrumental in the establishment of Christianity. Langnage 
of the Fathers concerning marriage explained by the circumstances of their 
times. True view of the case given by Tertullian in his treatise Ad Uxorem. 
Extravagances of later times not chargeable on tlie early Fathers. 


6 work which, next to that of Daillé, has produced an 
unfavourable impression of the Fathers on the minds of a 
great number of persons, is Barbeyrac’s “On the Morality of 
the Fathers.” And to complete my review of the objections 
which have been brought against these authors, I shall now 
bestow a short notice upon that treatise. This was originally 
an incidental attack upon them, made by a Professor of Law 
at Groningen in the course of a Preface which he wrote to 
Puffendorf’s “ Right of Nature and Nations.” This Preface, 
so far as it related to the Fathers, was replied to by Ceillier, 
a French Benedictine ; and Barbeyrac, finding ἃ rejoinder to 
Ceillier, which he set himself to compose, grow too bulky to 
_ be included in a new edition of his Puffendorf, published it as 
an independent essay, with the title I have given. It will be 
perceived, therefore, that the treatise originated under juris- 
prudential rather than ecclesiastical auspices. Moreover, it 
seems very doubtful whether its author had carefully read the 
Fathers, on whose morality it comments; or had his mind 
imbued with the spirit, which the actual perusal of them — 
would have left on it. Indeed the review of them which he 


1 Traité de la Morale des Péres de | on fait diverses réflexions sur plusieurs 
I'Eglise : od en défendant un article de | matiéres importantes. Par Jean Bar- 
la Preface sur Puffendorf, contre l'Apo- | beyrac, Professeur en Droit ἃ Groningue, 
logie de la Morale des Péres du P. Ceil- | et Membre de la Société Royale des Sci- 
lier, religieux Bénédictin de la Congre- | ences a Berlin. Amsterdam, 1728. 
gation de St. Vanne et de St. Hydulphe, 
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takes, extending over the first six centuries, renders it impos- 
sible that he should have mastered all the Fathers on his list ; 
or should have known more of many of them than he could 
get at second hand from indexes, abridgments, and extracts, 
which others might have furnished him with. Moreover, on 
his antagonist accusing him of having stolen from Daillé’s 
treatise, and from the Bibliotheque Universelle, Barbeyrac’s 
answer is, ‘‘ Why does he not add M. Dupin, Usher, Bayle, Ber- 
nard, Claude, La Placette, Buddeus, Noodt, the Abbé Fleury, 
Grabe, La Croze, and others, whom I quote, some more, some 
less often? Why does he not produce my own declaration in 
the Preface, that ‘I had purposely chosen such examples as 
have been advanced before, and are found cited in very com- 
mon books?’”? And, in fact, on one occasion, he pleads guilty 
to having been misled by M. Dupin, on whose authority he had 
relied, to charge Athenagoras wrongfully with teaching the 
worship of angels *—a confession which may also perhaps lead 
us of ourselves to conclude that he had not examined for him- 
self Justin any more than Athenagoras; for the passage in 
Justin, which is singularly parallel to this one cited from 
Athenagoras, on the same subject, the worship of angels, 
would, in fact, have offered him very much more plausible 
reasons for laying that error to the account at least of Justin 
(and for Barbeyrac’s argument it was quite immaterial which 
of the two was the culprit*), the Romanists having positively 
laid claim to the paragraph as teaching this doctrine; and 
though Bishop Bull and other Protestant scholars have suc- 
cessfully resisted their claim to it, yet certainly the Romanists 
have more to say for themselves in this instance than they 
often have when referring to antiquity. The place, how- 
ever, in Justin is so well known, and is 80 notorious a 
bone of contention between the two parties, that it is not 
likely it should have escaped the notice of Barbeyrac (for it 
does escape it, both when he is speaking of Athenagoras 
here, and afterwards when animadverting on the defective 
morality of Justin), had he ever read Justin’s works for 
himself; and it is in relation to this conclusion that I ad- 
vert to it. Again, from the way in which he asserts dog- 
matically and of himself, that St. Paul was reprobating the 


1 Barbeyrac, p. 11. 2 p. 25. 8 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 6. 
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allegorical spirit adopted by the Fathers’ from the Jews, 
when he cautioned Timothy against giving “heed to fables and 
endless genealogies,” he would seem to be unconscious of the 
text being usually applied to the system of Atons of the Gnos- 
tic heretics, which Irenzeus is engaged in exposing, and that 
Trenzeus himself so understands it, claiming it in that sense in 
his very first paragraph,’ as he does elsewhere in his work—I 
say, from the way in which Barbeyrac overlooks all this, it 
might seem that he was not conversant with the writings of 
Irenzeus, however he might collect together a few paragraphs 
from him, which furnished the ground of his objection ; which, 
however, in that Father are extremely few. Again, from his 
manner of speaking of Clemens Alexandrinus, I should be dis- 
posed to draw the same inference, viz. that he had not made 
himself thoroughly acquainted with his works from his own 
perusal of them. Thus Barbeyrac gives an analysis of the 
Peedagogue of Clemens, and then concludes, “ Now let them 
show me in this Psedagogue a single virtue of which Clemens 
has explained the nature and office in such a manner and to 
such an extent as to enlighten, to convince, to touch, in a word, 
to put ἃ man in a condition to practise it as he ought. Let 
them point out to me a single duty, which is there set on its 
right foundation and developed as it should be.”* But what 
could be more foreign to the purport of Clemens’ work than to 
do this? In his Hortatory Address he had converted his hea- 
then. In his Pedagogue he initiates his new convert into the 
practical effects which his conversion to Christianity must have 
on him in all the details, even the most ordinary, of his daily 
life. And no doubt it was a matter of the first importance, 
that a strong line of distinction like this should be drawn be- 
tween the Christian and the Pagan. A person imbued with the 
writings of Clemens could scarcely have raised against him 
such an objection as this of Barbeyrac’s.’ Again, Barbeyrac 
would have found nothing extraordinary in Clemens making 
his Gnostic a Stoic by exempting him from all passions,® and 
yet at other times denouncing the Stoics as holders of impious 
opinions’; nor would have seen any contradiction in this for 
his admirers to reconcile ; had he been aware from the perusal 


|! Barbeyrac, p.98. 951 Tim. i. 4. 5 See Bishop Kaye. Clemens, p. 110. 
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of his writings, that Clemens himself over and over again pro- 
fesses his own attachment to an eclectic philosophy ; a philo- 
sophy which enabled him to pick and choose out of all the 
schools whatever he found to be good in any; holding that 
whatever was 80, was dispersed amongst them by the dis- 
pensation of God, from whom all good emanates; and who 
was thus sowing the world with good principles, which were 
by degrees to be ripened into a perfect knowledge of his will 
through direct revelation." Much other internal evidence of 
the proposition, for which I am contending, viz. that Barbeyrac 
had taken his information at second hand, and was not master 
of his authors, will transpire in the course of my remarks on 
his treatise. I dwell on it in the first instance, because it 
seems to me to be the key by which the argument of his book 
is almost always to be turned. He disputes on abstract prin- 
ciples without any allowance for, or, apparently, any sufficient 
knowledge of the accidents, which were necessarily to be taken 
into account in the application of them to the writings of the 
Fathers. Yet what is consistent with morality under certain 
circumstances, is not so under others. An act that would be 
wrong in the way of aggression is right in the way of self- 
defence. David and his men would not have been justified in 
eating the shewbread under ordinary circumstances, but under 
the pressure of hunger they were so. St. Paul would not 
have done well to cast the wheat into the sea, had he been 
sailing in smooth water; but when the tempest put men’s - 
lives in danger, he was right in doing so.” Accordingly, in 
judging of the morality of the Fathers, before we pronounce 
our verdict we must know their position. There is no evi- 
dence that Barbeyrac had properly acquainted himself with 
this ; rather, evidence that he had not; and it may be pre- 
sumed that much of the unfairness with which he treats them, 
is imputable to that cause. 

I shall not think it necessary to follow him through the in- 
stances he gives of what he considers to be defective morality 
in the Fathers, according to the order in which he states them, 
but produce them, as may be most convenient for the illustra- 
tion of the proposition I have just laid down. And, indeed, 
many of them seem to be rather cases of misunderstanding 
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of Scripture, or errors of judgment, than evidences of bad. 
morality. For example, Irenseus may have given very weak 
reasons for there being four Gospels, and only four (though, 
weak as the reasons are, we are very thankful for this early 
testimony of the fact itself). But how can it serve the pur- 
pose of Barbeyrac, who alludes to it, p. 20; his business pro- Ὁ 
fessing to be with the morality of the Fathers? So again, 
numerous allegories, particularly those of Origen, might be 
adduced by Barbeyrac in proof, if he pleased, of want of 
judgment in the Fathers; but they can scarcely be used by © 
him, as they are,’ in evidence of their bad morality without 
great straining of the argument. 

I will first advert, then, to the accusation he brings against 
Justin, and eventually, indeed, against other Fathers, of en- 
couraging in the Christians a disposition to volunteer martyr- 
dom. ‘Lest any one should say,” writes Justin,? “away, 
then, with you all, and put yourselves to death, and go to 
God, and do not give us the trouble. I will tell you why we 
do not do this; and why, when we are questioned, we boldly 
confess that we are Christians. We have been taught that 
God did not make the world to no purpose, but for the sake 
of the human race, and we have already said that he has 
pleasure in these who imitate his attributes, and is displeased 
with those who embrace what is wicked, whether in word or 
deed. If, then, we should all destroy ourselves, we should be . 
the cause, as far as in us lies, of preventing any from being 
born, or from learning the Divine doctrines, or should even 
stop the existence of the race of man, herein acting contrary 
to the will of God. No, being questioned we do not deny, 
being conscious of nothing wrong, and accounting it impious 
not to tell the truth in all things, for this we know to be ac- 
ceptable to God.” Here, says Barbeyrac, Justin, so far from 
expressing any disapproval of the act of self-immolation, 
rather may seem to commend it.’ But had he considered the 
circumstances which gave occasion to these reflections of Jus- 
tin, he would have found that his censure is misplaced. Jus- 
tin had been calling the attention of the Roman Emperors to 
the sufferings the Christians had been undergoing at Rome at 
the hands of Urbicus. He states the case of a woman, her- 


' Barbeyrac, p. 103. ἔΚ53. Justin Martyr, Apol.II.§ 4. ὃ Barbeyrac, p. 18. 


Lecr. X.] NOT ENCOURAGED BY JUSTIN. 187 


self a convert to Christianity, who had a wicked and sottish 
husband. She wished to separate from him, but was dis- 
suaded for a time by her friends. Eventually, however, she 
procured a divorce and released herself from him. He then 
denounced her as a Christian. She appealed to the Emperor ; 
and whilst the appeal was pending, was safe. He then turned 
his attack upon Ptolemy, her teacher. Through a friend of 
Ptolemy’s he got at a confession of his own, that he was a 
Christian ; and on Urbicus charging Ptolemy with the fact he 
did not deny it. Accordingly Urbicus ordered him away to 
punishment. Whereupon one Lucius presumed to ask Urbicus, 
how he could let thieves, adulterers, and murderers go free, 
whilst he proceeded so severely with a man who bore the name 
of Christian. Thou, too, art one of them, was the reply of 
Urbicus. Yes, was the answer; and he was condemned.! 
It is clear, therefore, that the confession of Lucius was made 
in a moment of indignation, and that he had no deliberate 
intention of inviting martyrdom, -but that being directly 
charged with being a Christian, he admitted that a Chris- 
tian he was; whilst Justin, having affirmed the unlawfulness 
of suicide, affirms further the unlawfulness of saving life by 
telling a lie; so far justifying Lucius, as he elsewhere does the 
Christians in general when reduced to that alternative; and 
abjuring the evasion, 
ἡ γλῶσσ᾽ ὀμώμοκεν, ἡ δὲ φρὴν ἀνώμοτος 

Would Μ. Barbeyrac have found better morality in a different 
course ? Here we see the circumstances of the case entirely 
alter the complexion of Barbeyrac’s argument. Nor, indeed, 
is there in the Fathers that blind sanction of the merit of 
martyrdom which has been sometimes ascribed to them. Cer- 
tainly some strong passages in admiration of the martyrs may 
be occasionally met with in them; excused, perhaps, if not 
defended, by considerations which I will offer by and by. 
But the language of Clemens Alexandrinus is this, “ When 
the Lord says, when they persecute you in one city, flee into 
another, he does not encourage us to fly from persecution as 
though it were an evil; neither does he coimmand us to escape 
it by flight, as if we were fearful of death; but be wishes 
us not to be the cause, sole or concurrent, of ill to any man, 
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whether to ourselves, or to the persecutor and murderer. For 
_ in some sort he proclaims that we must take care of ourselves; 

and he who is disobedient (to this precept) is rash and fool- 
hardy: and if he who slays man, who is God’s (property), 
sins against God ; so he who offers himself to the tribunal is 
accounted guilty of slaying man (viz. himself); and such an 
one would he be, who does not avoid persecution, but allows 
himself to be taken, out of mere bravado.”’ And again, still 
more explicitly, “A man is not a Gnostic” (a perfect Christian, 
in Clemens’ sense) “ merely because he possesses blind courage ; 
for children are bold through mere ignorance, and will, for in- 
stance, touch fire; and wild beasts will rush against a spear. 

... He who is truly brave, when brought into manifest 
danger through the malignity of the multitude, takes with a 
good courage whatever befulls him: herein differing from 
others called martyrs, inasmuch as these make the occasion for 
themselves, throwing themselves into danger’s way, I know 
not how, for we do not wish to speak harshly of them; 
whereas he taking care of himself, as reason directs, in the 
first instance, afterwards when God really calls him, gives 
himself up freely, and confirms the call, conscious that he has 
not been precipitate on his own part, and plays the man ready 
to be tested in that fortitude which is according to truth.”? 
In Tertullian we find several passages to the same effect: one 
in the Apology,® “Why do you complain that we persecute 
you,” is the taunt put into the mouth of the oppressors of the 
Christians, “if it 1s your pleasure to suffer? Certainly we 
are willing to suffer,” is the reply, “but after the fashion of 
one engaged in war, who does not delight in the danger he is 
running, but nevertheless fights with all his might; and if he 
conquers, rejoices in the battle, which has brought him glory 
and spoil, howbeit he liked it not beforehand:” another in 
the De Corona, where Tertullian, having himself become a 
Montanist, is sneering at this very moderation as characteristic 
of the Church; and which, therefore, was once his own.‘ 
“ Sentence,” says he, “is passed on him, (7. 6. on this refractory | 
soldier who would not wear the wreath,) whether by Chris- 
tians or heathens, I know not, for they would not differ, as on 
a foolhardy person, who by his scruples was troubling the 
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Christian name ;” and in his De Idololatria,! he intimates in 
the same manner that many (multi) Christians were of opinion 
that no man should volunteer to produce himself. Origen, 
though more unguarded in his language, in one of his treatises 
at least, on the subject of martyrdom and its merits than any 
of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, still administers the same caution 
to those. who would needlessly court it. In commenting on 
John xi. 54, “Jesus, therefore, walked no more openly among 
the Jews, but went thence into a country near to the wilder- 
ness, into a city called Ephraim, and there continued with his 
disciples,” he expresses himself as follows: “This and the like, 
I suppose, was left on record, because the Word wished to di- 
vert us from rushing wildly and unreasonably on a trial to the 
death for the truth and on martyrdom. For though it is well 
that one who happens to encounter the trial for the confession 
of Jesus should not shrink from such confession, nor hesitate 
to die for the truth, it is no less well that he should not give 
occasion for any such temptation, but by every means avoid it, 
not only because the issue of it as regards himself is uncertain, 
but in order that we may not be the cause of others becoming 
more wicked who may not actually be guilty of shedding our 
blood, if we do our best to get out of the way of those who 
are plotting against our lives, but who would suffer the hea- 
vier punishment on our account, if, through self-conceit and a 
want of consideration for them, we give ourselves up to be 
slain without any urgent necessity.”*” In Cyprian we have 
still the same language : “ Meanwhile, brethren, do ye accord- 
ing to the discipline in which ye have been instructed by me, 
and agreeably to the Lord’s precepts, keep quiet ; nor let any 
among you stir up any commotion amongst the brethren, nei- 
ther offer himself to the Gentiles of his own accord. For his 
turn to speak is when he has been apprehended and delivered 
up. Since in that hour the Lord who is in us will speak, and 
who would rather that we should confess than profess.”* 
And, again, in his treatise De Lapsis: “Therefore the Lord 
hath commanded us to flee un persecution, instructing us so to 
do by word and hy example. For since the crown (of mar- 
tyrdom 7) descends by the favour of God, and cannot be re- 
ceived unless the hour for wearing it is come, whosoever with- 
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draws himself meanwhile, still, however, abiding in Christ, 
does not renounce his faith, but only awaits his turn.’”’! 
Moreover, Cyprian sets an example in his own person of de- 
clining for a season instead of courting the martyr’s lot; re- 
moving from Carthage, when persecution was at hand’; writ- 
ing directions to his clergy from his place of concealment’; 
waiting to be informed when it is safe to return*; and con- 
tinuing in his retreat more than two years.’ Not to say that 
numerous Apologies composed by the Fathers bespeak the 
same moderation, the very object of them. being, by explain- 
ing the real tenets of the Christians, and clearing them of the 
calumnies under which they suffered, to propitiate the magis- 
trates towards them, and abate persecution. There can be no 
doubt, therefore, that they were as well aware of the duty of 
not throwing away their lives without a reason, as M. Bar- 
beyrac himself is. 

Why then, it may be asked, do we meet in them with so 
many extravagant eulogies of the virtue of the martyr: so 
many expressions in them, which would seem to inflame his 
zeal: and which lay them open to the censure of this. critic of 
morals? Why do we hear Tertullian, 6. g., the same Tertullian, 
exultingly exclaim, “We struggle against all your cruelty, 
even volunteering to present ourselves; and better pleased 
when we are condemned than when we are acquitted ?”® And 
again, “ Be it far from us to take as a hardship those things 
which we desire to suffer.”” Why do we hear him represent 
martyrdom again and again as a second Baptism, secunda in- 
tinctio,® secundum lavacrum’? Why have we Origen, the 
same Origen, in his Exhortatio ad Martyrium, as the tract is 
called by a title likely to mislead, for it is no general exhorta- 
tion to martyrdom, but an address to two Christians, one of 
them a man of fortune’ and conspicuous character in the 
Church, perhaps, too, a Presbyter ; the other certainly one” ; 
encouraging them to stand fast in a persecution that had ac- 
tually overtaken them? Why, I say, have we Origen calling 
martyrdom “the cup of salvation,” ἢ “the Baptism of martyr- 


᾿ a De Lapsis, § x.  Ambrosius is called ἱερὸς by Origen, 
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dom,” which cleanses the sufferer,! the act which places him 
near the altar of heaven, and so fits him like the priests of old 
for ministering remission of sins’; nay, by astill bolder flight 
(for I do not wish to keep anything back) which makes his 
blood, as the blood of the victims under the Law, precious in 
God’s sight to the redemption of others ; the martyr regarded 
as the ram, efficacious through Christ*? And why have we 
Cyprian, the same Cyprian, using phraseology no less emphatic, 
describing it as the most glorious Baptism of blood‘; and 
elsewhere saying in terms evidently loose and rhetorical, but 
still to our purpose,’ “Let us also, who, by God’s permission, 
have administered Buptism to believers, prepare each and all 
of them for another Baptism, teaching them that this latter 
Baptism is greater in grace, more sublime in efficacy, more 
precious in honour; the Baptism with which the angels bap- 
tize; the Baptism in which God and his Christ rejoice ; the 
Baptism after which no one sins again; the Baptism which 
consummates the growth of our faith; the Baptism which 
unites us at once, as we depart from the world, unto God. In 
the Baptism of water is received the remission of sins; in the 
Baptism of blood the crown of virtue. It is a thing to be 
desired and sought for in all our prayers and petitions, that 
being the servants οὗ God we may become his friends.” And 
other passages might be found in him equally strong—whence, 
I say, comes it, that the same parties, who, as we have seen, 
were quite alive to the immorality of rushing headlong upon 
martyrdom, should have still used expressions such as these, 
which expose them to Barbeyrac’s strictures? Doubtless, they 
did not forget the language of Scripture on this exciting subject 
—our Lord’s words, “Can ye be baptized with the Baptism 
that I am baptized with ”—words to which much of the lan- 
guage I have quoted may be referred °—the encouragement 
addressed to the angel of the Church of Smyrna in the Reve- 
lation, “ Be thou faithful unto death, and I will give thee the 
crown of life’—the testimony borne in the same book, that 
“the souls of those who had been slain for the Word of God” 
were seen “ under the altar” ’—the high-spirited remonstrance 


1 Exhort. ad Martyr. § 30. ?Ibid.; δ Epistola ad Fortunatum de Exhor- 
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of St. Paul, “ What mean ye to weep and break mine heart ? 
For I am ready not to be bound only, but also to die at 
Jerusalem for the name of the Lord Jesus ’—and the sharp 
rebuke of our Lord himself, when Peter would have heedlessly 
withdrawn his thoughts from his Passion, “Get thee behind . 
me, Satan.” These passages of holy Writ, and many more, 
which were, or which they considered to be of like import, 
they did not, I say, forget ; but it was the circumstances in 
which they found themselves placed, that chiefly prompted 
these glowing eulogies of the martyr. | Origen’s treatise, 
abounding in incautious terms beyond any other, as I have 
remarked, was written on the spur of the moment. So was 
Cyprian’s De Exhortatione Martyrii. So probably would it 
be perceived from internal evidence were all the works of the 
Fathers which have this subject chiefly for their theme. Their 
heart was hot within them, and so they spake with their 
tongue ; much in the spirit of Latimer in a like condition, 
“Be of good comfort, master Ridley, and play the man.” 
Those circumstances, I repeat, Barbeyrac does not allow for; 
is not, it should seem, adequately acquainted with : his reading 
had not put him in possession of a minute knowledge of the 
critical times, in which the Fathers lived—times when the 
infant Church in the midst of hostile powers was struggling 
for existence ; when, to use the words of Irenzeus, “there was 
a movement of the whole earth against it;” ' and when under 
God it mainly owed its survival and growth to the example of 
its professors, the severity with which they lived, and above all, 
the courage with which many among them took their deaths. 
These were days in which the value of the martyr was incal- 
culable. For only look at a few of the many hints to this 
effect, with which the writings of the Fathers abundantly sup- 
ply us, and which never could have been permitted to produce 
their due impression upon the mind of Barbeyrac, or he would 
have written on this subject of martyrdom in a different spirit. 
Clemens somewhere remarks? that to see an Indian burn would 
be worth many treatises on patience. And most truly does 
Tertullian say in terms which a little altered have become an 
apophthegm, “the blood of the martyr is the seed of the 
Church.”* It was the spectacle of the constancy of the Chris- 

' Treneus, IV. c. xxxiii, § 18. δ Semen est sanguis Chrisuanorum. 
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tians under persecution to the death that first moved Justin 
(a type of thousands nu doubt) to examine and adopt their 
faith.’ It was a test, [rensous tells us, which none but Chris- 
tians could sustain: their faith, such was its force, furnishing 
@ multitude of martyrs at all times and in every place ; whilst 
that of all other men flinched from this rigorous touch-stone ?— 
a distinction, which could not fail to be observed and to pro- 
duce its fruits. How strong is the evidence of this in Tertul- 
lian’s appeal to Scapula, the President of Africa! “ How 
will you deal,” says he, “with so many thousands of either 
sex, men and women, of all ages, of all ranks? What fires, 
* what swords will you need! How will Carthage bear the 
decimation, when everybody will find included in it some re- 
lation or friend! when there will be numbered in it men and 
inatrons of your own order, chief persons in the state, the 
kindred perhaps of yours and of you! Spare then yourself, 
if you will not spare us. If you will not spare yourself, spare 
Carthage.” “ Never will this sect fail: but will flourish the 
more, the more it iscut down. For whoever is a spectator of 
such sufferings and of such patience under them, will be stag- 
gered ; will be led to inquire what there is in this cause ; and 
when he shall have learned the truth wil forthwith become 
himself a convert.”? “41 have felt,” says Cyprian, writing to 
the same effect, but in a yet more graphic manner, “I have 
felt, nor has the truth deceived me, when the ruthless hands of 
the executioner have been tearing the limbs asunder ; when 
the savage tormentor has been ploughing up the lacerated 
members, and still been unable to prevail over his victim—lI 
have felt by the words of the bystanders that there was something 
majestic in not being subdued by pain, in not being broken by 
penal anguish. Then might be heard the words of those 
who said, And I think he has children! for he has a wife, 
the companion of his home! and yet he does not yield to the 
attachment of these pledges ; nor seduced by the influence of 
affection does he falter in his purpose. His mettle is to be 
tried ; his virtue is to be proved to the very bowels. That is 
no light confession, be it what it may, for which a man en- 
dures the possibility of dying. And indeed, brethren: dearly 
beloved, such is the power of martyrdom, that by force of it 
1 Justin Martyr, Apol. 11. § 12. 8 Tertullian, Ad Scapulam, c. v, 
? Treneeus, IV. 6. xxxiii. § 9. 
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even he who has undertaken to be thy executioner 18 con- 
strained to become a believer.’' Such was the effect, the 
powerful effect of the martyr’s death on the cause of the 
Gospel in those days. What a price would naturally, would 
justly be set upon it! especially when to this consideration is 
added on the other hand that of the numbers, who, put to the 
trial, flinched and fell away’; in many cases too attempting 
to justify or excuse their lapse by an argument the most 
jesuitical ; that the name of the Deity being merely a matter 
of convention, it could be of no consequence whether they said, 
I worship the Supreme God, or whether they called him Jupi- 
ter, or Apollo, or any other designation of heathen mythology* 
—an equivocation, which Origen would not have taken so 
rmouch pains to expose on 80 many occasions as he does, idle as 
it is in itself, unless it had been working much mischief to the 
Church.‘ I repeat then, how inevitably would the death of 
the martyr be held in the highest honour, when numbers, 
whether thus trifling with their consciences, or at once confess- 
ing their fears, fell away ; numbers so great, that it became a 
subject of anxious controversy in the Church how to deal with 
them, shedding their disastrous influence on the faith they were 
abandoning ; and whose apostacy only rendered the constancy 
of those who were true to the last still more matter for eulogy 
and praise: that they should have withstood the lash, the club, 
the hook, the flame, which had shaken the spirits of others 
who had made up their minds to die, till the instruments of 
suffering were applied*; that they should have been proof 
against the pardon which was still offered them in the face of 
their danger and distress,’ and even against the supplication of 
the magistrates to have mercy on themselves’; nay, some- 
times of magistrates who would go so far as to suggest to 
them how they should shape their answers in order to gain an 
acquittal!* All these things might well give a tincture to the 
sentiments of the Fathers, when speaking of their martyrdom : 
and candid critics, taking them into account, would be slow to 
censure the morality of such men, if after administering due 
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caution, as we have seen, against volunteering a confession 
which would cost the parties their life if persisted in, they did 
applaud in language the most animated and glowing, lan- 
guage perhaps barely to be justified in tranquil times, the 
maintenance of that confession to the death, when once it had 
been made. 

Another conspicuous charge against the morality of the 
Fathers, alleged by Barbeyrac, is the unfavourable manner in 
which they sometimes express themselves on the subject of 
marriage, and especially of second marriage. Dr. Waterland 
takes notice of the complaint of M. Barbeyrac against Athena- 
goras for disallowing second marriages. “The fact,” says he, 
‘4s true in some sense or other ; but what second marriages is 
the question. Might not Athenagoras mean, marrying again 
after wrongful divorce? A very learned man” (Suicer under 
the word Séyapos is the one referred to) “has pleaded much 
and well for that construction; and it is favoured by 
Athenagoras’s grounding his doctrine upon our Lord’s own 
words relating to such second marriages.” I think, from ex- 
pressions that drop from Dr. Waterland in the course of his 
remarks, that he had some misgivings about the soundness of 
this defence’; and there are many places in the Fathers which 
seem to me to indicate in them a distaste for second marriages, 
without any distinction of the kind here intimated by Dr. 
Waterland.* And when we combine these with others even 
commending abstinence from marriage altogether, when it can 
be abstained from with continence, we may be induced the 
rather to believe that there was an objection amongst them to 
second marriages in general.* I will not affirm that the 
Fathers do not bring many collateral arguments to support 
their views on this subject that are feeble and unsatisfactory. 
It is often their way, when debating a great question, and 
when they have strong grounds to stand upon, to adduce sup- 
plemental reasons for the side they take, which, with readers 
in these days, would rather weaken their cause than strengthen 
it—howbeit there was, no doubt, often a peculiarity in the 
people they were addressing and the times in which they wrote, 
that caused such arguments to be then very differently appre- 


1 Waterland, On the Use and Value 2 Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, I. c. vii.; 
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ciated. But again, I say, it was the circumstances of the 
times in which their lot was cast that coloured their sentiments 
on the question of marriage: that however other adventitious 
notions might have operated in a subordinate degree, it was 
the circumstances of the times which constrained them to speak 
of marriage, whether first or second, in the temper they: did— 
circumstances which, I still repeat, Barbeyrac does not take 
into account as he should, when pronouncing his opinion—and 
those circumstances the same which modified St. Paul’s own 
views on the subject, “the present distress.” And this latter 
consideration appears to have crossed the mind of Barbeyrac 
himself, who is disposed to qualify the language even of the 
Apostle, as though, according to the ordinary translation of it, 
he was himself too hard upon marriage, objecting to the usual 
translation of γνώμην δίδωμε, “1 give my judgment,” and 
alleging that it means no more than “I give you my thoughts,” — 
——“je vous dis ma pensée.”* The very passage indeed which 
he cites from Athenagoras turns upon these circumstances. It 
was a notorious slander against the early Christians, a slander 
arising either from the secrecy with which they found it neces- 
‘sary to hold their assemblies for religious worship,’ or from the 
reputed profligate practices of certain antinomian heretics who 
were confounded with them, for the fact does not seem to have 
been proved even against them— it was ἃ notorious charge, I 
say, against the early Christians that they met for the purpose 
of the grossest debauchery. The line οὗ argument, which the 
Fathers in general pursue when replying to this accusation, is 
to assert the peculiarly pure precepts of the Gospel which 
governed the Christians ; precepts which, so far from allowing 
any such turpitude, laid even the lawful gratification of the 
passions under severe restraint, and, not content with regulating 
the actions, reached even to the very motions of the heart.‘ 
The more to enforce this exposition of the chastity required by 
the Gospel, they, in some instances, call attention to the num- 
ber of persons of both sexes who lived in a state of celibacy, 
because they thought that condition favourable to religious 
impressions’ ; not unnaturally, perhaps, construing our Lord’s 
own words on this subject to that effect, “He that is able to 
1.1 Cor. vii. 25. i nthenagores, Legat. pro Christianis, 
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receive it, let him receive it.”' Such, then, being the jealousy 
with which the Christians were watched by their heathen 
enemies, and such one of the most common, popular,. and 
effective of the accusations brought against them, were the 
Fathers to be blamed if they encouraged, as far as was con- 
sistent with the observance of continence in the parties (for 
they utterly denounce all breach of it), celibacy rather than 
marriage, and one marriage rather than two? It was the 
peculiar position of the Christian Church at the time, which 
instigated them to proclaim this preference ; it was a pruden- 
tial consideration for the good of the Church under existing 
circumstances: and though, as I have said, they may have 
supported this preference by other subordinate arguments, 
feeble and futile in themselves, the main cause of their assert- 
ing it at all was what I have alleged, “the present distress.” 
And Barbeyrac must not condemn their morality in coming 
to the decision they did, without having more regard to the 
nature of the case than he displays. The question was not 
whether celibacy in the abstract was a better estate than 
marriage, or one marriage better than two; but whether, at 
that especial crisis, the inculcation of such forbearance from a 
lawful indulgence was not wholesome. 

But a desire to meet this popular calumny was not the only’ 
cause which operated on the minds of the Fathers when they 
encouraged single life and single marriage. There was ano- 
ther which probably moved them yet more powerfully, still 
connected with the times in which they wrote—a due consi- 
deration for the effects of persecution on all the domestic re- 
lations. “ Woe unto them that are with child, and to them 
that give suck in those days,” says our Lord himself, when 
anticipating the troubles that were coming on Jerusalem. 
Age was not a protection: girls and boys were among the 
victims. Was it not natural that the Fathers of the Church 
should not encourage parental ties to be multiplied when liable 
to such violent disruption? Would they not very reasonably 
think that love for wife and child would constantly prove too 
strong a temptation for the courage and constancy of men 
who would otherwise have borne the cross and flame without 
a shudder? What a world it was, must any husband or pa- 
rent have thought, to cast those that were nearest and dearest 

' Matt. xix. 12. 2 Cyprian, Ep. Ixxvii. § 6; Ixxxi. § 3; De Lapsis, § ii. 
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to him upon! What a scene of trial and trouble to which 
to commit them, to struggle through alone! Look at Ter- 
tullian’s address to his wife, written on the prospect of her 
becoming a widow ; written, certainly, after he became a fol- 
lower of Montanus, but dictated by the feelings, not of a 
Montanist, but of a Christian man. See the particular 
sources of anxiety beyond those which would oppress the 
mind of a husband in ordinary times, when contemplating 
the future fortunes of his partner, with himself no longer for 
her guide and guardian—the particular sources of anxiety, I 
say, he found in the character of his own days and the perils 
with which they were beset! It is a document well worth 
the perusal of those who, with Barbeyrac, discover cause for 
blame in the sentiments of the Fathers on the subject of mar- 
riage. He bequeaths to his wife, he says, the legacy of his 
recommendation that she should not marry again; not urging 
this for his own sake, or out of any jealousy of her, but sim- 
ply with a view to her own welfare. What were children, but 
the most bitter of pleasures, (liberorum amarissima voluptas ἢ). 
so much so, that Christian parents are only anxious that their 
children should go before them to Heaven, and escape the 
temptations of a longer life (the dangers and trials to which 
they were then exposed prompting, no doubt, so unnatural a 
sentiment as this)—and well they might, for, apart from all 
fears they might entertain of their becoming the victims of the 
persecutor, there was the apprehension that they could hardly 
help becoming the victims of the heathen society amongst 
which their forlorn lot was in a great measure cast; and 
those ecclesiastical constitutions? which have reference to or- 
phans, and which enjoin the brethren (often we may suppose 
without effect) that they who have no children themselves 
should adopt such outcasts, and the Bishops that they should 
endeavour to see to them, giving assistance to such children 
that they may learn a trade, and so be enabled to buy them- 
selves tools, and be put in a condition to earn their bread, 
and no longer burden the Church—these regulations, I say, 
though most humane in themselves, bespeak the aspect of the 
times, and go but a little way towards relieving a dying 
father’s heart as to the future fortunes of his family. But to 
return to the tract of Tertullian. What if she should marry 
1 Ad Uxorem, 1. 6. v. 3 Conatit. Apostol. LV. ce. i. ii. 
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a heathen, forgetting the Apostle’s injunction, “only in the 
Lord ’’—a thought, which then obviously embittered Tertullian’s 
contemplations of the future, more than any other; and one 
on which he bestows his advice at great length, appropriating 
to it a second book of this address. It was in those days no 
chimerical fear. The Christians were then in a minority ; 
they had to do with heathens intimately in the most ordinary 
affairs of life. “I wrote unto you,” saith the Apostle, “not 
to company with fornicators: yet not altogether with the for- 
nicators of this world, or with the covetous, or extortioners, 
or with idolaters; for then must ye needs go out ‘of the 
world.’’* That was then the state of things; the Christians 
bearing so small a proportion to the heathens, that they 
could not avoid mixing with them, and taking the chance of 
the contamination such society might effect. Tertullian 
presses on his wife’s attention St. Paul’s forbiddal of such 
unhallowed bands: dwells on the excommunication of the 
party by the Church’; reminds her of the imnpossibility there 
would be, under such circumstances, that she should continue 
to serve God. Is a meeting for prayer appointed (statio 
facienda)? her husband will propose a resort to the bath. A 
fast? he will have a feast instead. A procession? house- 
hold matters forbid it. Would he allow her to go from street 
to street, and from cabin to cabin, to visit the. brethren? 
Would he permit her to take part in the nightly assemblies, 
when her turn came? Or when Easter called her? To 
partake of the Lord’s Supper; an institution which they sus- 
pect? To creep to prison to kiss the chains of the martyrs? 
To salute the brethren? To wash the feet of the saints? 
To offer them hospitality? To minister unto them when 
sick®?? Or if he did endure all or any of these proceedings 
in silence, what else would it be for, but to treasure up in his 
memory the means of taking revenge on his wife, if at any 
future time she might happen to provoke him*? Would she 
be prepared for the unseemly scenes in which she would have 
to participate with him, the tavern revel, the obscene song*? 
He might tempt her by his wealth, trappings, equipage, 
chamberlains ; she was but receiving a husband at the devil’s 
hands. These were some few of the many sad forebodings © 
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which crossed, it seemed, a Christian husband’s mind in those 
days on the prospect of bis own death; forebodings engen- 
dered altogether, or almost altogether, by the state of the 
times ; and was it not reasonable and mght that the leaders 
of the Church should not encourage men to contract marriage 
without carefully beforehand counting the cost, and consider- 
ing what deep interests, indeed what everlasting interests, 
were probably concerned in the issue of a marriage? Bar- 
beyrac lived after the temperate recommendation of celibacy 
dictated by the severity of the times of the early Church 
had been carried to excess; and the compulsory vow of the 
convent and the monastery had been the abuse that had 
grown out of it; but the Fathers could not possibly foresee 
the practical extravagance to which a principle, innocent in 
itself, will proceed, and are not answerable for it. Let. us 
not, in our hostility to popish corruptions, be unjust to the 
memory of those who did not contemplate them; and yet to 
whom, in some instances, those corruptions, taking their be- 
ginning from some harmless or even praiseworthy origin, may 
be traced. 
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Farther illustration of the defect in Barbeyrac’s reasoning. Examination of his 
charge against Tertullian of interdicting trades connected with idolatry, the 
profeszion of arms, national customs, offices of state. Unfairness of regard- 
ing in the abstract what was meant only to apply to particular circumstances. 
Sentiments of Tertullian and Cyprian on self-defence accounted for. Justifi- 
cation of idolatry among the Pagans in Clemens, owing to a misinterpretation 
of Deut. iv. 19. His real opinion on that subject. Defence of writers subse- 
quent to the third century declined. Late ecclesiastical antiquity less deserv- 
ing of confidence. Subjects of the second Series. 


vor will remember that my object in the remarks I am 

making on Barbeyrac’s treatise on the morality of thie 
Fathers is not to follow him through every particular case 
which he adduces in detail, but to show that one defect per- 
vades his reasoning throughout almost all of them, that of 
not taking into account the peculiar character of the times 
in which the Fathers lived—a defect arising, as I suggested, 
from Barbeyrac not having carefully read their writings for 
himself, and so not having possessed his mind thoroughly with 
@ full and correct impression of those times, but having con- 
tented himself with using passages with which others supplied 
him—passages detached from the authors to which they be- 
longed, and which simply served as texts for his Philippics. 
I gave proof of this fact from his animadversions on the 
manner in which they speak of martyrdom, and of marriage, 
and especially of second marriage. I pursue my observa- 
tions, and I find further proof, in his strictures on Tertullian 
more particularly for the blame that Father casts on those 
who minister to what is wrong, however indirectly and how- 
ever incidentally. Thus, says Barbeyrac, Tertullian, in his 
treatise on Idolatry, absolutely condemns every trade, profes- 
sion, and calling which can in any way be of use to the 
heathens in carrying on their idolatrous worship, however 
difficult it may be for the parties to earn a maintenance by 
any other means ; and Barbeyrac adds that he might as well 
interdict the sale of wine or of arms, because the one may 
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serve for debauchery and the other for violence. Possibly 
Tertullian may show himself over sensitive and impracti- 
cable in the restrictions he thus lays on the occupations of 
the Christian, nor may have sufficiently distinguished the 
circumstances which render the dealer accountable for the 
buyer’s use of the articles which he sold him; but, at all 
events, the side he took was the safe one; nor, if we consider 
how idolatry had then wormed itself into the whole struc- 
ture of society, shall we, perhaps, think that his interdicts were 
extravagant. He found, for instance, the carver by trade, 
though professing himself to be a Christian, tempted to make 
images for heathen temples’, arguing as his excuse the diffi- 
culty of getting a living, and the Apostle’s precept, “ Let 
every man abide in the same calling wherein he was called’? ; 
nay, in some cases these excuses of his connived at, and men 
who had so exercised their craft permitted to discharge inferior 
offices in the Church.’ He found the schoolmaster—he, too, 
being a Christian—teaching the adventures of the heathen 
gods, not after those gods had become despised and obsolete, 
but whilst they were yet the actual gods of the multitude ; 
and continuing, from custom, perhaps, the old-established 
usages of the school, dedicating the first payments of the 
scholars to Minerva; receiving presents from the friends of 
his boys on heathen festivals* ; keeping the holidays of Flora 
at the appointment of the Flamen or Aidile. He found the 
cattle-jobber, still a professing Christian, not scrupling to 
purchase victims for the use of the heathen temples’; and 
the dealer in incense—he too, a Christian—having for his 
principal customers (a thing of which he must have himself 
been perfectly aware) the heathen priests. It msut be con- 
fessed that it was very difficult to correct callings of this 
kind, which had so close, though not a necessary connection 
with idolatry, by any other means than denouncing them 
altogether. Tertullian does denounce them, certainly, con- 
tending that the exercise of an idolatrous trade cannot be 
justified by the plea of getting a maintenance by it. The 
cost should have been counted before it was engaged 
in’; the cross, which the renunciation of that trade imposes, 
must be borne. James and John forsook their calling: a 
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sound faith has no fear of lacking food." At the same time 
he suggests that mechanics might often turn their hands to 
other branches of their business. The mason, for instance, 
can repair houses, plaster walls, line cisterns, coat columns, 
and work in stucco upon walls other ornaments besides 
images. He who can draw a figure, can paint a slab: he, 
who can carve a Mercury, can put together a chest of drawers. 
There are few temples to be built, but many houses; few 
Mercuries to be gilded, but many sandals and slippers: 
“juxury and vainglory,” he adds in one of the many sen- 
tences in him which strongly remind us of Tacitus (an author, 
however, who does not appear to have enjoyed his sympathy, 
for he denounces him as a most mendacious writer,”) “luxury 
and vainglory are worth far more to the artist than all kinds 
of superstition.”’* ᾿ 

Barbeyrac further exemplifies this confounding of morality 
by Tertullian, in the condemnation he passes on the profession 
of arms*: and he quotes some strong passages to this effect 
from the same tract on Idolatry. “ΠΟΥ can a Christian,” 
argues Tertullian, “go to war; nay, how can he serve even 
in peace without a sword; which the Lord has taken away 
from him? For though soldiers came to John and were in- 
structed by him in their duty; and though a centurion was a 
believer ; yet Jesus declared against the profession of arms, 
when he bade Peter put his sword into its sheath.”* Nor 
can it be said that his Montanism narrows his view upon this 
subject ; for even before his Montanism he seems to have 
demurred to the lawfulness of this calling ; as appears from a 
few words in his “De Patientid.”® No doubt some of the 
reasons, the subordinate reasons, or rhetorical reasons one 
would rather call them, with which he underprops his main 
one, are puerile enough. I have before acknowledged in a 
similar case this propensity in the Fathers to accumulate poor 
arguments, as if they strengthened good ones. Thus here, in 
the “De Corona,” 7 Tertullian asks in his declamatory manner, 
“Shall the soldier rest upon his spear, when it was a spear 
which pierced his Saviour’s side? Shall he have the trumpet 

! Tertullian, De Idololatria, ¢. xii. 6. Viii. 
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to sound over his corpse, when he expects the archangel’s?” 
.and soon. But still it is easy to see that the cardinal objec- 
tion, which weighed with him was the close. contact, which 
the calling of the soldier brought him into with idolatry, 
and the species of sanction, which, under certain circumstances, 
he seemed compelled to afford it. For example, it was his 
duty to carry the standard, which was' a rival of Christ, for 
with the soldiers the standard was an object of worship." 

He had to swear by false gods when he took the military 
oath. It was a part of his business to mount guard before 
the temples over idols which he had renounced at his Baptism. 

Barbeyrac,* however, contends that it was a needless scruple 
in Tertullian to make the mounting guard over a temple a 
matter of objection. The temples of the false gods, says he, 
were only public buildings which belonged to the sovereign ; 
and as sovereign he had a right to entrust the custody of 
them to any of his subjects, whether soldiers-or not. It was 
a service purely civil.? There may be many who will prefer 
the scrupulosity of Tertullian to the liberality of Barbeyrac, 
particularly when the character of these temples, over which 
the Christian soldier was to stand sentry,-is taken into ac- 
count. These temples, as Barbeyrac might have learned from 
the Fathers, were made to produce a considerable revenue to 
the emperor, and were farmed by speculating contractors,* 
who usually took them on five years’ leases,’ and by auction.° 
They were regular brothels; the priests themselves the 
panders’; nothing being so natural, as that the heathen lessees 
who stood at rack rent, like our toll-bar keepers, bent on 
making the most of their bargain, should furnish them with 
such attractions as would draw to them the populace, and 
rival one another in all the profitable arts of seduction. And 
these were the places, over which the Christian soldier had to 
mount guard ; and this the society to which he was to be ex- 
posed, whilst performing his duty. Do not the circumstances 
of the case and the times, I again say, go very far to excuse 
or even to justify Tertullian in diverting by any means 


' Tertullian, De Corona, 6. xi. 4 Tertullian, Apol. ¢. xiii.; Theo- 
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Christians from a profession which put them necessarily in 
the way of such contamination? And is his morality to be 
- so very much condemned because he does so? It is a very 
different question from the lawfulness of the military service 
in the abstract, and as that service is at present constituted 
and practised. 

So, again, with respect to the Christian adorning his ‘door 
with lamps and laurels ; a custom, which Tertullian denounces 
in Christians, and for which sentiment Barbeyrac reproves 
him, saying that the festival which occasioned the display of 
such emblems, was ordered by the prince, and that they had 
no necessary connection with idolatry '; with respect to this 
custom, I say, allowance must be made as before for the state 
_of the times. In the lamp and the laurel there was nothing, 
but if on such occasions the door was universally regarded by 
the people as a shrine, and the decorations as offerings to the 
Divinity, which presided over it, whether Cardea, or Forculus, 
or Limentinus, or Janus himself* (for all these were Deities 
which appertained tothat quarter of the house), then the law- 
fulness of the custom wears quite another aspect. If it was 
understood that what was done in honour of the door was 
done in honour of the idol, to whom the door was consecrated, 
as Tertullian affirms was the case, his argument seems sound, 
that having renounced the idol temple, you must not make an 
idol temple of your door ; and at all events the matter is far 
from being the simple civil affair which Barbeyrac would 
represent it. Nor, in fact, does Tertullian in this instance 
write in any extreme or extravagant spirit; for almost in the 
same breath, he makes a concession to social convenience, 
such as shows that in the other instance he was advising in 
no morose temper of mind; and allows the Christian to attend 
the private and ordinary days of festivity in heathen families, 
such as the assumption of the toga, a marriage, or the naming 
of a child: and though sacrifices usually attended these 
solemnities, yet merely to the spectator of them, he thinks 
they could hardly be considered to involve the party in the 
guilt of them. But even here Tertullian naturally subjoins a 
wish ; “ Would to God we were not called upon to witness 
what it is not lawful for ourselves to do! But since through 
the devices of the evil one, idolatry compasses the world on 

1 Barbeyrac, p. 77. 2 Tertullian, De Idololatria, c. xv. 
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every side, we may be permitted to be present on some occa- 
sions, which are calculated to show our kindly and dutiful 
feelings, not for idols, but for our fellow-creatures.’’* 
Barbeyrac finds similar fault? with Tertullian for what he 
says on the subject of a Christian holding office or magisterial 
function in the state. And here, I think, his animadversions 
may be qualified by the same means as before, 2.¢. by a due 
regard to the circumstances of the times. It is obvious that 
Tertullian, in all the remarks which he makes upon this and upon 
other kindred subjects, exhibits a mind thoroughly possessed 
with the enormous difficulties which the idolatry that sur- 
rounded them, threw in the way of the Christians, and em- 
barrassed them-in all their movements, however otherwise 
blameless or indifferent. It is not the lawfulness or unlaw- 
fulness of acting as a judge or magistrate in the abstract, 
which Tertullian debates (as Barbeyrac would seem to re- 
present the question*) ; but whether a Christian should under- 
take such a province, as things then were, and with the 
obstacles before him which such a position would evidently 
expose him to. This is the proposition in his thoughts, how- 
ever he may fail to express it in so many words. It is true 
that Tertullian may appear to lay undue stress on the parti- 
culars of pomp and parade with which such an office was 
accompanied, the preetexta, the trabea, the laticlave, the fasces, 
the wands, the purple, as if the gravamen lay in these; and 
it is true, also, that Tertullian, the better to reconcile his 
readers to the recommendation that they should have nothing 
to do with such offices, suggests the modest and humble 
aspect of our Lord, and his indisposition to be treated 
with kingly honours*; but even here the main objection to 
these trappings is the relation they bore to idolatry—the 
question of the habits at the period of the Reformation, deeply 
aggravated, as it might well be, being even then the matter of 
offence—they were to be shunned because, in the eye of the 
people, they were associated intimately with the worship of 
false gods; the figures of those gods were dressed in these 
robes ; the processions, in honour of them, were attended by 
these insignia.’ It is impossible to say what weight should 
be ascribed to this argument, unless we knew more intimately 
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than we possibly can know, the state of public feeling upon 
this point, and how far it really did identify these pageants 
with idolatry, and especially in the estimation of the weaker 
brethren, for whom St. Paul himself tells us consideration is 
to be had. But independently of this argument, Tertullian 
puts forward a number of inconveniences which would distress 
the Christian in the discharge of such duties, though he puts 
them ex abundanti and with a proviso, that even if they 
could be escaped, there was still cause enough left in such 
matters as I have just been adverting to, to deter him from 
embarking in such an occupation. “Let us admit,” says 
Tertullian, for argument’s sake, (that is his way of stating it,) 
“let us admit that by possibility it may happen to a man to 
enjoy an honour of this kind, and to make his way unencum- 
bered by anything but the honour ; neither called upon to do 
sacrifice, nor to sanction sacrifice by his authority, nor to 
deal in the victims for sacrifice, nor to appoint to the charge 
of the temples, nor gather the revenues derived from them, nor 
exhibit shows and games on his own account or on that of the 
public, nor preside over them, by whomsoever exhibited ; let 
him have no judgment to pronounce, no edict to put forth, 
no oath to take; nay, let him be exempt from matters which 
strictly fall under magisterial duty ; let him adjudicate on no 
man’s life or character (I say nothing about fines); let him 
neither condemn nor make damnatory laws; let him consign 
no man to fetters, to prison, or to torture: if 7 78 credible 
that such a state of things could subsist,'—still, even allow- 
ing all this,” contends Tertullian, “ the very pomp and decora- 
tion of his office is so associated with idolatry, that that alone 
should induce him to refrain from it.” He may seem to 
waive the stronger argument, and rely upon the weaker, but a 
sense of the enormous hindrance in the way of a Christian 
magistrate, which a state of heathen society would present, is 
at the bottom of the whole reasoning. Nor can he be said to 
waive the other; for he expressly, you see, affirms, that ex- 
emption from such embarrassments, as he is supposing, is a 
thing incredible; that in point of fact, the party would have 
to do sacrifice, to preside over sacrifices, to exhibit spectacles, 
and so on, or in other words to be himself an idolater ; and 
again, in point of fact, would have to adjudicate on men’s lives 
' Si hec ecredibile est fieri posse. 2 Tertullian, De Idololatria, c. xvii, 
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and characters, to fine, imprison, and torture. ° And who, may 
we presume, would be the parties between whom he would be 
perpetually called to judge? Would it not be between hea- 
thens and Christians? We have already discovered incident- 
ally what a disturbing force in the world the introduction of 
Christianity proved ; and I could add to the proof of this to 
almost any extent by going into details: how truly our 
Lord’s prophecy came to pass, that he was not about “ to send 
peace on earth, but a sword.” There were endless calls for 
the interposition of the law to settle disputes and troubles 
which arose from the husband being a pagan, and the wife 
a believer ; from the master and servant standing to one an- 
other in the like relation, and so on. There were contentions 
continually brewing from the consciousness of the heathen 
party on such occasions that he had the laws in his favour, 
and had his victim at his mercy; that he could-treasure up a 
grievance to a future day, and produce it when the time served. 
There must have been numberless civil suits between the pagan 
and Christian most painful for the latter to decide. The mere 
debtor and creditor business between them must have been 
full of perplexity. ‘The bond required an oath, a heathen oath ; 
necessity on the one hand urging to it, conscience on the other 
resenting it’; Tertullian himself almost at a loss how to ad- 
vise, and ending what he has to say on the subject with a 
prayer that Christians may not be driven to the extremity of 
borrowing from heathens, but may find those who could lend 
amongst the brethren. 

How could a Christian reconcile it to himself to volunteer 
placing himself in a position of such enormous difficulty by 
acting as a magistrate in these courts? And how can we find 
fault with Tertullian for dissuading him from so doing by every 
argument he can devise, however little to the purpose some of 
them may be? We are not, I must again remind you, to 
consider the question as Barbeyrac does, in cool blood, whether 
it is convenient for a Christian under any circumstances, and 
at any time, to bear the sword, to pass sentence of death, 
and so on; but whether under those circumstances, and at 
that time, it was convenient to do so. I repeat, it was the 
idolatry of the day that was influencing the mind of Tertul- 
lian in all the decisions we are now considering, as is obvious 

1 Tertullian, De Idololatrid, c. xxiii. 
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from the passage with which he closes his treatise on idolatry, 
where they are all found. ‘“ These,” says he, “are the rocks 
and bays ; these the shores and straits of idolatry, amidst 
which faith, with sails filled by the Spirit of God, makes her 
voyage, safe, if cautious, secure, if wide awake.' But for 
those who are unshipped, there is in idolatry a deep which 
cannot be swum out of ; for those who are dashed against it, 
a wreck which cannot be cleared ; for those who are swallowed 
up, ἃ submersion”? which cannot be breathed in ; whoever are 
choked by its waves, every vortex which it hath sucks them 
under to hell. Let no man then say, who can take all the 
precautions necessary for safety, unless he retired altogether 
from the world? as if it were not better to retire from it, 
than. to live in it and be an idolater. Nothing can be more easy 
than precaution against idolatry, if there is a real fear of it.’ 
Any necessity is a trifle compared with peril so vast. There- 
fore did the Holy Spirit, when the Apostles held their council, 
relax for us the bond and the yoke, in order that we might be 
at leisure for avoiding idolatry. This will be our law; the 
more fully to be observed and required, in proportion as it is 
itself more simple and unembarrassed ; the law proper to 
Christians ; the’law by which we are recognised and tested by 
heathens ; the law which is to be propounded to those who 
are approaching towards the faith, to be inculcated to those 
who are entering on the faith, in order that those who are ap- 
proaching the faith may ponder, and those who are keeping 
the faith may continue to do so, and those who are not keep- 
ing it may renounce themselves (and their profession). For we 
may consider whether according to the figure of the ark, the 
crow, and the kite, and the wolf, and the dog, and the serpent, 
may not be in the Church. But there can be no doubt that 
in the figure of the ark the idolater is not found. No animal 
can be made to represent the idolater. And what was not in 
the ark, let not the same be in the Church.”* I have given 
this winding up of the Treatise on Idolatry at full, in order 
to show how entirely the practical speculations of Tertullian, 
in the course of it, had been governed by his horror of a sin 
which, as he had said at the opening of his essay, comprised 
every other.° 


1 Attonita, τ΄ ? Hypobrychium. 4 Tertullian, De Idololatrid, ¢. xxiv. 
* Or, a fear to begin with, in capite.. δ Summus seculi reatus.—c. i. 
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On the subject of self-defence Barbeyrac regards the mo- 
rality of the Fathers, of Tertullian and Cyprian more especi- 
ally, to be utterly faulty’; carrying as they do the duty 
of patience to such an extreme, as to be scarcely compatible 
with self-preservation. A passage or two to this effect 
he produces, written, however, in that loose and rhetorical 
manner, for which allowance is always to be made. For 
instance, “The soldiers of Christ cannot be conquered, but 
can die; and by this very thing they prove themselves to be 
invincible, viz. by having no fear of death. Neither do they 
resist those who assail them, seeing that, ἐέ 18 not lawful even 
for the innocent to slay the guilty; but they deliver up their 
lives and their blood with alacrity, in order that they may 
the sooner retire from the ills and cruelties of a world wherein 
so much malice and barbarity prevails.’? But a paragraph of 
this kind is a very insufficient foundation of any serious 
charge. The fact is, that at the time when these Fathers 
wrote, the Christians were in a minority, surrounded by 
fierce and watchful enemies ; as our Lord expresses it, “sheep 
in the midst of wolves.’”’ In such a condition, the only chance ἡ 
for them was patience; patience proceeding almost to the 
degree of non-resistance ; it was by far the most effectual de- 
fence that could be set up. Vincit qui patitur, was the best 
motto for them. And accordingly we find both Cyprian and 
Tertullian furnishing express essays on this virtue: but they 
are not philosophical essays: they were not dreaming of 
writing like Puffendorf and Barbeyrac on “natural rights :”’ 
the times in which they lived and the scenes in which they 
were concerned invited to no such tranquil speculations. Both 
these compositions are of the nature of Sermons or Homilies; 
“Fratres dilectissimi” is indeed the pulpit phraseology with 
which Cyprian interlards his address: they have for their ob- 
ject to brace up the hearers or readers of them to meet the 
distresses and dangers of the times; and to teach them not 
to faint in the day of trial. “ And as we are all involved in 
the sentence” (on Adam) such is their language, “we can es- 
cape from it only by death. Therefore it is that we naturally 
weep when we are first brought into the world, testifying in- 
stinctively that it is a world of trouble: and patience sup- 
plies the only remedy to all; but most of all to us, whom ἢ 

‘ Barbeyrac, pp. 91. 128. 4 Cyprian, Kp. lvii. § 2. 
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persecutions, the gaol, the sword, the wild-beast, the fire, the 
cross, and whatever other engine of torment there may be, as- 
sail. Even as our Lord said, ‘In the world ye shall have 
tribulation, but be of good cheer, I have overcume the world.’””! 
And if Abel is adduced as ἃ praiseworthy example of patient 
sufferance, who, when attacked by Cain, made no resistance ” 
—for it is presumed of him from the silence of Scripture— 
surely this is scarcely to be drawn into a grave argument (as 
it is by Barbeyrac), that by such reasoning Cyprian was sub- 
verting the natural right of self-defence. In the eloquent 
eulogy on patience with which Tertullian closes his treatise on 
it, ib is significantly said, in a long catalogue of its merits, 
“Tt strengthens faith ’—“ it rules the flesh ’’——“ it bridles the 
tongue ”—“ it subdues temptations ”—“ it consummates mar- 
tyrdom ’—“ it charms the believer ”—“it attracts the unbe- 
liever ”*——the virtue evidently presenting itself to the mind of 
Tertullian in those aspects which a state of risk and danger 
in the times in which he lived suggested to him. 

There is one particular more in the essay of M. Barbeyrac 
to which I think it needful to draw your attention; and 
though differing in character from some of them already no- 
ticed, it still serves to confirm me in my affirmation that 
Barbeyrac, in passing judgment on the morality of the Fa- 
thers, did not take sufficiently into account the condition of 
the times and of public opinion when they wrote. It is this ; 
the justification of idolatry amongst the Pagans, which Bar- 
beyrac imputes to Clemens Alexandrinus,> when that Father 
says, that “God had given them the sun, the moon, and the 
stars, to worship (εἰς θρησκείαν). I have, indeed, touched on 
this question before, and shown that Clemens, whose principle 
it was to make the heathen philosophy a stepping-stone to 
Christian truth, and so to tempt the learned Gentiles to a 
' purer faith, did consider the heavenly bodies as objects set up 
for the religious contemplation of the Gentiles, in order that 
they might be saved, as he expressly says, from becoming 
vicious atheists, and that, carrying their thoughts up from 
these glorious creatures to God their Creator, they might be 
delivered from falling down and worshipping images, wood, 


' Cyprian, de Bono Patientis, § xii. 4 Tertullian, De Patientia, 6. XV. 
3 De Zelo et Livore, § v. δ Stromat. VI. 6. xiv, p. 795. 
* Barbeyrac, p. 128. | 5 


P 2 


212 DEUT. IV. 19. MISUNDERSTOOD BY CLEMENS. [Straus f. 


and stone—even the worship of the stars being thought 
better than the worship of stocks, as being more likely to 
advance the worshipper to the contemplation of God himself. 
But what led Clemens into this particular error was no obli- 
quity in his morality, but simply a misinterpretation of a verse 
in Scripture,’ “ And lest thou lift up thine eyes unto heaven, 
and when thou seest the sun, and the moon, and the stars, 
even all the host of heaven, shouldest be driven to worship 
them and serve them, which the Lord thy God hath divided 
unto all nations under the whole heaven. But the Lord hath 
taken you” (2.¢. the Israelites, as opposed to the Gentiles), 
“and brought you forth”’—as though Moses had said, that 
the Israelites were not to worship the host of heaven, they 
having been furnished with better knowledge and a holier 
creed ; but that to all the nations (7. 6. the Gentiles as dis- 
tinguished from the Jews) God had permitted these heavenly 
bodies to be objects of worship. Moreover, the Septuagint, 
which was the Scripture Clemens knew, was capable of being 
drawn into this meaning much more easily—-a ἀπένειμε Κύριον 
ὁ Θεός σου αὐτὰ πᾶσι τοῖο ἔθνεσι τοῖο ὑποκάτω τοῦ οὐρανοῦ. 
ὑμᾶς δὲ ἔλαβεν ὁ Θεὺ-, καὶ ἐξήγαγεν ὑμᾶς, κι τ. α. Now we 
know that Clemens entertained the same opinion as the Fathers 
before him, an opinion which had come down to the modern 
Jews, that the Septuagint translation was made by miracle, 
and was the work of inspiration, even as the original itself 
was.” What, therefore, appeared to him to be the sense of 
the text in Deuteronomy he could not but bow to, however 
he might have felt difficulties about it. And that difficulties 
he did feel, and put the interpretation upon it he did, not be- 
cause he wished to warp a text to support a theory, but because 
he was not aware of any other exposition,’ seems to be proved 
by the manner in which he expresses himself on two other 
occasions on the same subject, where the text of Deuteronomy 
does not happen to present itself to his mind, and where he 
speaks therefore under no constraint. For in the Exhortation 
to the Gentiles* he declares his surprise that men should have 
been found who worshipped the Divine workmanship, instead 
of God himself, absurdly supposing the sun, the moon, and the 


' Deut. iv. 19. Dial. §§ 55. 121. 
2 Stromat. I. 6. xxii. pp. 409, 410. * Cohort. ad Gentes, § iv. pp. 54, 55. 
8 The same indeed was that‘of Justin, 
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chorus of the stars to be gods, whereas they were only instru- 
ments whereby to measure time. And in another passage in 
the same work, where he is describing the several sources from 
which idolatry took its beginning, he makes one of them to 
be this very admiration of the heavenly bodies, “Some, de- 
ceived by the spectacle of the heavens, or trusting to the eye 
alone, contemplated the motions of the stars, and admired and 
deified them, calling the stars gods (@eous) from their motion 
(ἐκ τοῦ θεῖν) ; and worshipped the sun, like the Indians, 
and the moon, like the Phrygians.”' The conclusion, there- 
fore, we come to on the whole is, that the faulty views he 
puts forward on one single occasion, he does so put forward 
in deference to what he supposed to be Scripture ; and only 
in deference to it: some constraint seeming to be laid upon - 
his own judgment, as we gather from other parts of his writ- 
ings, where the text of Scripture does not seem to occur to 
him. 

I feel that I have now furnished you with the key by 
which, as it appears to me, the greater part of the objections 
of Barbeyrac may be solved; viz. his want of consideration 
for the popular character of the writings of the Fathers, and 
for the peculiar circumstances of the age in which they lived. 
I must, however, again remind you, that my remarks through- 
out these Lectures have been confined altogether to the Fathers 
of the first three centuries. I do not pretend to clear those 
of a later date, and particularly those of a much later, from 
all the charges which Daillé and Barbeyrac have brought 
against them; for their field is much wider than mine. My 
object has been in these Lectures, and in all that I have de- 
livered on similar subjects, since I occupied my present post 
here, to interest my hearers on behalf of the Ante-Nicene Fa- 
thers ; feeling as I do, that they are by far the most valuable 
of all, as being nearest the times of the Apostles; and feeling 
too, that their testimony, instead of unsettling your minds 
with respect to the doctrine and ritual of your own Church, 
will on- the whole lead you to think, that you could betake 
yourself to no other, which so nearly resembles that of the 
primitive ages. I have said it before from this place, and I 
repeat it now, that it is not the reference to ecclesiastical an- 
tiquity, which has of late prevailed to such an extent, that hag 

' Cohort. ad Gentes, § ii. p. 22. 
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disturbed us, and given cause for jealousy and apprehension to 
so many, but it has been the reference to ecclesiastical anti- 
quity of too low a date; a date, when the Church had lost 
much of the simplicity both of its faith and constitution. 
Such popular objections as are urged against’ the study even 
of these primitive Fathers, I trust I have in this Course of 
Lectures in a great measure removed. It will be my business 
in my Lectures next Term to follow up my present argument 
by an exposition of the pdsitive advantages of many kinds 
which result from the study of the writers of the Ante-Nicene 
Church ; and thus redeem the title which Daillé adopted “On 
the Use of the Fathers,” whilst the only or chief object of 
his book proved to be, to persuade us that the Fathers are of 
no use at all. 

Accordingly I shall show in these Lectures the light 
the study of the early Fathers casts upon the Evidences— 
the weapons with which they (in a peculiar manner) arm us 
against the infidel, and against Mr. Gibbon’s infidelity more 
especially ; by proving the rapid spread of Christianity over 
the world; by exhibiting the classes of society out of which 
its converts were made, and the mistake it is to suppose that 
they were exclusively of the lowest ; by developing the care 
and caution with which their characters were sifted before 
their allegiance was received ; by furnishing us with a true 
estimate of the extent and intensity of persecution they en- 
countered and sustained, and the trying nature of some modes 
of it less obvious, and therefore less adverted to, but not less 
searching. I shall treat of the miraculous powers ascribed 
‘to the Primitive Church ; and of its ecclesiastical construction. 
I shall explain the good offices the Fathers render us in our 
investigation of the Canon of Scripture—the substance of 
Scripture—the text of Scripture—and above all, the meaning 
of Scripture on great cardinal points, by reflecting to us the 
sense of the Primitive Church on them all, on the last of 
which subjects I shall have to dwell at some length. 

I cannot but persuade myself that young men about to 
undertake the occupation of Ministers in Christ’s Church, of 
teachers of the people in theological and ecclesiastical truth, 
particularly in times like our own, when so much error is 
abroad on such topics, and so many foundations subverted or 
shaken, which they may find themselves soon in a position to 


Lecr. XI.] IN THE SECOND SERIES. Q215 


restore or repair—I say, I cannot but persuade myself, that 
ingenuous men, with such prospects before them, may feel it 
a duty—an interesting duty—to make themselves acquainted 
with such questions as I have enumerated ; and though no 
longer compelled to hear what I have to say on them by con- 
straint, may be disposed to do so of good-will: and that I 
shall have the satisfaction of feeling, that in composing these 
Lectures, the results of many years patient reading and 
thought, I have not been labouring in vain; but have a 
chance of diffusing the conclusions of my own experience 
through the country by the best of all channels, that of an 
enlightened and intelligent Clergy. | 
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dispersion of the Gospel opposed to the statements of Gibbon. His unfairness 
in citing them. Argument from their incidental allusions. More direct testi- 
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HE Course of Lectures which I delivered last Term on the 
Use of the Fathers, was entirely occupied in removing or 
abating those charges against them, which are advanced by 
Daillé and Barbeyrac: for I thought it would be well to clear 
away objections to the study of them, before I proceeded to 
enforce their value ; and I thought too, that it would not be 
easy to find any which had escaped the notice of those two 
unsparing critics. I now propose to redeem the promise I 
made at the close of that course, and to show some of the 
positive benefits which accrue from an examination of the 
Fathers ; still limiting my subject to the Fathers of the first 
three centuries. A portion of the present argument indeed 
was forestalled’ in that course, and the use of the Fathers was 
incidentally proved in various particulars, whilst I was more 
immediately engaged in relieving them from abuse. Such was 
especially the case with respect to questions involved in the 
Romish controversy ; most of which have already passed in 
review whilst I was in fact engaged in answering Daillé and 
Barbeyrac. I shall endeavour, therefore, not to repeat myself 
in this continuation of my remarks, and omit such proofs of 
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the value of the Fathers as have already been offered under 
the other head of my subject. 

Now, if we contemplate them in relation to the Evidences 
for the truth of our religion, it would be difficult to overrate 
their worth. It is obvious, that the very period at which 
they lived, would be enough in itself to make their testimony 
most precious. Whatever gives us a better command of the 
circumstances under which Christianity established itself in 
the world improves the field of evidence. For a vast number 
of infidel arguments are founded on ignorance or imperfect 
information of primitive times. I feel that the matter which 
belongs to this single branch of the subject is so overwhelming 
that I cannot attempt to produce a tithe of it. My object, 
indeed, is not to exhaust any of the topics I handle; the 
limits, within which these Lectures must be compressed, would 
not admit of it. All I can do is, to adduce so much proof as 
shall satisfy my hearers that I have a reason for what I say ; 
and encourage them to pursue the further investigation of the 
subject for themselves. 

Thus it bas always been considered a very strong argument 
for the truth of the Christian religion, that though backed by 
no secular power whatever, and propagated by a few unlet- 
tered fishermen, it should have so soon made a lodgement in 
the world, overrun the nations so wonderfully fast as it did, 
till it made kings proud to be its nursing-fathers, and queens 
its nursing-mothers. But suppose to this it was replied that 
the assertion was not true—that it did not in fact begin to © 
take possession of the earth till it became the religion of the 
empire, and was accordingly upheld by secular authority, and 
owed, indeed, its success to secular support—how is the ob- 
jection to be met, but by an appeal to early Christian history? 
The objection itself is no imaginary one, you are well aware, 
but in the hands of a subtle historian has been no doubt made 
instrumental to shaking the faith of thousands: the rather 
because Gibbon lived at a time when few, if even any, scholars 
knew much about primitive ecclesiastical antiquity. Indeed, 
I can scarcely imagine he would have ventured on the fifteenth 
and sixteenth chapters of his book in their present form, had 
not: the theology of his age invited him to run risks, and take 
liberties with truth. For how ample is the testimony borne 
by the Fathers of the first three centuries to the wide dis- 
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persion of the Gospel even then. It transpires perpetually ; 
not directly only, but often in a manner the most circuitous 
and incidental—in such a manner as could only result from 
the fact itself being a settled conviction in the writer’s mind. . 
Thus Clemens (even so early a witness as he) having occa- 
sion to produce some examples of the virtue of patience in 
support of his exhortation to the Corinthian Church to en- 
courage it in themselves, mentions St. Paul. “Seven times,” 
says he, “he was in bonds, he was scourged, he was stoned, ᾿ 
he preached both in the east and in the west, leaving behind 
him a glorious report of his faith: and so, having taught the 
whole world righteousness, and having travelled even to the 
utmost bounds of the west, he at last suffered martyrdom.”! | 
Again, Justin Martyr tells us that the bells attached to 
the high priest’s garment were a figure of the twelve Apostles 
who were dependent on Christ the Priest for ever ; the whole 
earth through their preaching having been filled with the 
glory and grace of God and of his Christ. Wherefore it was 
that David said, “Their sound is gone out into all lands, and 
their words into the ends of the world.”* Here we have 
another instance of the fact we are investigating, being com- 
municated in the same unobtrusive way as before. Again, in 
the same author's exposition of Moses’ blessing on Joseph, 
“his*horns are like the horns of an unicorn, with them he 
shall push the people together to the ends of the earth,”® the 
horn of the unicorn is the Cross, and its pushing the nations 
to the ends of the earth is but significant, says he, “of what 
has already come to pass among all nations. \ For they of 
all nations, pushed by the horn, that is, pricked to the heart 
by this mystery, have turned from their vain idols to the wor- 
ship of God.” * | 
Once more; Irenzeus in commenting on the parable of the - 
grain of mustard seed, remarks that in that parable, “the 
Judge of the whole world was announced—that he, in the 
heart of the earth and buried in the tomb, in three days be- 
came the greatest of trees, and stretched forth His branches 
to the ends of the world—that the twelve Apostles, shooting 
from the stem, like goodly and flourishing boughs, became a 
shelter for the nations, as those boughs are to the birds of 


' 1 Clem. Rom. Ad Cor. I. § v. 3 Dent. xxxiii. 17. 
2 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 42. | f* Justin Martyr, Dial. § 91. 
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heaven ; under which boughs, all finding shelter, like birds 
gathered into the nest, have partaken of that food nutritious 
and heavenly which proceeded from them.”' It is most im- 
probable that Irenzeus would have used expressions of this 
sort, if the Gospel had not actually made great progress when 
he penned them. / Again, he is speaking of the uniformity of 
tradition in the orthodox Church, to whatever branch of it 
you turn, as presenting an insuperable objection to the novel- 
ties of the heretics. That is his argument; but in treating 
it, he incidentally touches on the actual superficial extent of 
that Church in the following terms; f‘ so that the faith and 
tradition of the Churches is one and the same, whether they 
be established in Germany, in Spain, in Gaul, in the East, in 
Egypt, in Libya, or in the middle of the world.” ἢ And here 
may be the proper place for remarking by the way the ani- 
mus with which Gibbon handles such early evidence as this for 
the wide dispersion of the Gospel. We see Spain is one of 
the countries here enumerated as having received the Gospel, 
and in such ἃ measure as to have her Churches appealed to on 


> the subject of Tradition ; a circumstance indicating both that 


the spread of the Gospel in that country was considerable, 
and also that its date was even then of some standing. And 
yet Gibbon casts a doubt upon the Gospel having penetrated 
Spain even in Tertullian’s time, whose testimony to that effect 
he produces in order to disparage it, as if it was the ‘earliest 
which existed on the question, altogether sinking this of 
Irenseus which preceded Tertullian’s and concurred with it. 
“From Gaul,” says Gibbon, “which claimed a just pre-emi- 
nence of learning and authority over all the countries on this 
side of the Alps, the light of the Gospel was more faintly re- 
flected on the remote provinces of Spain and Britain ; and if . 
we may credit the vehement assertions of Tertullian,’ they 
had already received the first rays of the faith, when he ad- 
dressed his Apology to the magistrates of the Emperor 
Severus.” * Now, why advert to a rhetorical passage of Tertul- 
lian, a later witness, and suppress this sober one of Irenzeus, 
an earlier? 1 say suppress, because though not taking the 
slightest notice of it in his teat, where if Tertullian was 


1 Irenrus, Fragm. xxxi. or p. 317, *Gibbon’s History of the Decline 
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worth producing, surely Irenzeus was, he has a reference to 
it afterwards in a note'; in a note, however, annexed to a 
sentence which has no particular relation to Spain, and the 
reference in that note confined to a bare citation of the book 
and chapter of Irenzeus, without a word about the substance 
of the passage referred to, nothing in short done to invite us 
to examine it; as though on the one hand, Gibbon was re- 
luctant to put his readers in full possession of an authority 
which was against him ; and on the other, was willing to pre- 
pare for himself a retreat against the charge of ignorance of 
that authority, by barely jotting down the chapter and verse. 
The very next page furnishes an instance of the same disin- 
genuousness in the case of Armenia. “It will still remain 
an undoubted fact, that the barbarians of Scythia and Ger- 
many, who afterwards subverted the Roman monarchy, were 
involved in the darkness of Paganism; and that even the 
conversion of Iberia, of Armenia, and of Atthiopia, was not 
attempted with any degree of success till the sceptre was in 
the hands of an orthodox emperor.”* But Armenia is one 
of the nations expressly enumerated by Tertullian® as be- 
lieving in Christ, and Mr. Gibbon himself, convinced that in 
this case at least his assertion was not true, expressed his 
intention of correcting his error in future editions.* “Yet,” 
remarks Professor Porson in the Preface to his Letters to 
Archdeacon Travis, a Preface in which he pronounces an 
eulogium: with certain exceptions on Mr. Gibbon’s history, 
“to say the truth, 1 have one censure in reserve. <A candid 
acknowledgment of error does not seem to be Mr. Gibbon’s 
shining virtue. He promised (if I understand him rightly) 
that in a future edition he would expunge the words, of Ar- 
menia, or make an equivalent alteration. A new edition 
has appeared ; but I have looked in vain to find a correction 
of that passage.” ® 

But to return to our proof that the early Fathers bear 
testimony to the wide dispersion of the Gospel in their time; 
that of Tertullian, which has already been advanced in one 
instance, does not terminate with that one; on the con- 
trary, it presents itself in many of his works, written no 
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doubt at considerable intervals of time. One while he tells 
us, as in his Apology, that people were exclaiming, the 
state was besieged by the Christians; that it was deplored 
as a misfortune, that every sex, age, condition, rank, was 
passing over to their name." At another time he talks of © 
the Christians, however unobtrusive their lives, in numbers 
constituting the major part of every state.* Elsewhere he 
produces a catalogue of distinguished princes, and shows that 
they after all only governed limited districts, Solomon, 6. g. 
from Dan to Beersheba, “ whereas the kingdom and name of 
Christ extends everywhere, is believed everywhere, is wor- 
shipped by-all the nations already enumerated;’’* those nations 
being “the Parthians, Medes, Elamites, the dwellers in Meso- 
potamia, in Armenia, in Phrygia, in Cappadocia, the inhabi- 
tants of Pontus, Asia, and Pamphylia; of Egypt and of the 
country of Africa about Cyrene; Romans, Jews, the various 
tribes of the Getuli, many districts of the Moors; the whole 
boundary of Spain ; divers nations of the Gauls; and parts 
of Britain which had been inaccessible to the Romans.” 4) 
And on another occasion, when arguing that the prophecies 
which related to the events that were to follow the appear- 
ance of Christ, were fulfilled after Jesus of Nazareth, he 
, proceeds, “for behold all the nations emerging out of the 
vortex of human error, to God the Creator and to God the 
Christ ;” and then having quoted the Psalm, “I shall give 
thee the heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts 
of the earth for thy possession,” he observes that this pre- 
diction was not accomplished in David, whose empire was 
limited to Judsa, but in Christ, “who hath already pos- 
sessed,” says he, “the whole world with a faith in his Gos- 
pel.”* (Some of the treatises in which these passages occur 
were composed before he was a Montanist; some afterwards ; 
some in which there is no internal evidence to show whether 
it was before or after ;. but all of them, we see, concur in the 
assertion of the extensive dispersion of the Gospel in his time. 
Origen in his turn speaks to the same effect. In his 
treatise against Celsus, one of the works of his maturer age, 
and perhaps the most sober of them all, in replying to the 
objection that Christianity is but of yesterday's date, he 
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draws a conclusion in favour of Christianity from this very 
circumstance ; that recent as was its introduction among men, 
it had made a progress, which nothing could account for but 
its Divine origin. “ And though at the first,” says he, “the 
kings of the day, and the chief officers under them, and the 
magistrates, and in short all who were in any post of authority, 
and the governors in cities, and the military, and the popu- 
lace, resisted the dispersion of it over the world, it still pre- 
vailed, for it could not be hindered, as being’ the Word of God, 
and stronger than all its antagonists ; so that it took posses- 
sion of the whole of Greece, and the greater part of the world 
ΟΥ̓ the barbarians, and converted myriads of souls to that form 
of worship.”’ And again, in the same treatise, when showing 
bow faithfully our Lord’s prediction was fulfilled, that the 
Gospel should “be preached in all the world for a witness 
unto all nations,”’* Origen remarks, “ Who that reverts to 
the time when Jesus used these words, will not wonder when 
he perceives that according to them the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
has been preached in all the world under heaven, to Greeks 
and barbarians, to wise and foolish? For the Word spoke 
with power that prevailed over-the whole race of mankind ; 
and one can find no nation amongst them, which has escaped 
receiving the doctrine of Jesus.”* And on another occasion 
in the same treatise, he considers the Churches established all 
the world over, in every city, as ordained to be the antago- 
nists and correctives of the heathen assemblies (ἐκκλησίαε 
the term applied to both), and challenges a comparison be- 
tween their respective leaders and governors.* So again in 
his De Principiis, and in a part of that treatise where the 
Greek is preserved, so that the testimony cannot be that of 
Rufinus, who might be supposed to speak of the condition of 
Christianity at a later date, the argument and almost the 
language is the same. “And if we consider, how in a very 
few years (ev σφόδρα odors ἔτεσι), whilst those who confessed 
Christianity were plotted against, and some of them were 
slain for it, and others were spoiled of their property, and 
though the teachers of it were not very numerous, the Word 
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found means to be proclaimed everywhere throughout the 
world, so that Greeks and barbarians, wise and foolish, were 
added to the religion of Jesus, we cannot hesitate to affirm 
that the thing was above what was of man.”' Jacob’s 
prophecy, he afterwards argues, is seen to be fulfilled “ by the 
multitude of the nations who have believed in God through 
Christ,”’? and also that in Psalm Ixxii. 8. “His dominion 
shall be also from the one sea to the other, and from the 
flood unto the world’s end.”® 
Again, Cyprian in his tract addressed. to Demetrianus, a 
heathen scoffer, still leads us to the same conclusion. The 
very charge which this antagonist alleges against the Christians 
is in itself a proof of their numbers. The greater frequency - 
of -wars, the greater severity of plague and famine, the long 
lack of rain and showers were calamities, it seems, according 
to him, which were imputed to the Christians.‘ But there 
would have been nothing even plausible in such an accusation 
as this, unless the Christians had been so large a portion of 
the population as materially to affect the number of the wor- 
shippers of the heathen gods. And in fact, Cyprian in the 
course of this essay, hints that the Christians are so formi- 
dable a body, that though it was their custom and their glory 
to take the persecution they suffered, patiently, they were in 
strength to resent it. “Therefore, it is, that none of us 
when apprehended resists, none rises against your unjust 
violence, quamvis nimius et copiosus noster sit populus.”* And 
a, modest expression in Minucius Felix, perhaps, does not 
indicate the same fact the less forcibly on account of its unpre- 
tending character. “Neither let us pride ourselves upon our 
numbers, seeing that in the sight of God, before whom the 
whole world is stretched out, we are few.” ® 
~ Jt is not, however, merely on phrases of this kind which 
escape from the Fathers, one and all, that we build; though, 
considering how uniform their language is upon this point, 
and how distant from one another are the parties in many 
instances when they use it, such concurrence in them is in 
itself very satisfactory; but the jfacts, which these early 
documents furnish, establish-the same conclusion. Asia 
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Minor was evidently full of Christian communities. The 
epistles of Ignatius testify it. For though those epistles are 
addressed directly to five Churches only of that country, yet 
it is evident that there were in it numbers besides. These 
five happened to lie on or near the march of Ignatius, when 
he was conveyed from Antioch to Rome, and so were honoured 


by his more immediate notice. But he speaks of Churches - 


which did not belong to him forwarding him on his journey 
city by city'; and tells Polycarp that as he has not been able 


to write himself to all the Churches, he trusts he will do it 


for him to such as were in his own neighbourhood.? Indeed, 
as on the one hand, several of the Churches to which Ignatius 
appeals are not mentioned in the Revelation ; so on the other, 


several of those mentioned in the Revelation are not found in 


the list of the Ignatian Churches. Then, Polycrates, a Bishop 
of Ephesus in the second century, writes a synodical epistle to 
Victor, Bishop of Rome, on the subject of Easter,> of which 
epistle a fragment is come down to us in Eusebius. Now in 
this fragment it is said, that if the names of the Bishops 
assembled at that convocation were put down, they would be 
found to be great multitudes (πολλὰ πλήθη). The same 
ecclesiastical history contains a portion of an epistle addressed 


‘by Serapion, a Bishop of Antioch of the same date, to Rhossus, 


a city of Cilicia, on the subject of a spurious Gospel of St. 
Peter*; and mention is made in it too of a Bishop of Hiera- 
polis in Phrygia. Again, the epistle from the Churches of 
Lyons and Vienne is written to the Churches of Asia and 
Phrygia ; not merely showing that Churches there were in Asia 
and Phrygia, but vigorous Churches, Churches holding close 
connection with the Churches of Gaul, and deeply interested in 


\ their sufferings—all this still within the second century. 


The work of Irenzeus who was eventually Bishop of Lyons, 
as he had been previously Presbyter of the same Church, gives 
us the impression of having been composed in a country 
where the Gospel was not weak even then, or confined to very 
narrow bounds. It bespeaks its author: not to be buried 
alive in a corner of the Church, but to be master of all the 
great heresies of the day. And though it is true he had 
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visited Rome, and no doubt kept up an intercourse with the 
Kast, yet the book was composed in Gaul ; and though in the 
preface of it he apologizes for his style, on the plea that he 
was living among Celts, and was in the habit, therefore, of 
using a barbarous language, he makes no allusion to any other 
disadvantage which his position entailed upon him ; and it is 
manifest that he is combating an evil even at his own doors, 
certain of these Gnostics having been busy even in his own 
district about the Rhone’; the proximity of the mischief pro- 
bably stimulating him to write against and expose them; but 
there scarcely would have been vigorous heresies subsisting in 
a country where the Church had not made effectual lodgement. 
The frequent allusions too, which we find in him, to ritual 
and ecclesiastical organization lead to the same conclusion. 
Indeed, we shall presently see, that by the time of Cyprian 
_there is evidence indisputable, that there were numerous sees 
in Gaul. Again, fragments of writers of the second century, 
preserved by Eusebius, still contmue to afford occasional 
glimpses of this wide dispersion of the Gospel over districts 
I have not yet touched ; nor can we read them without feeling, 
how much evidence on this question must have perished to- 
gether with the early Christian documents which contained it, 
and without lamenting the loss of them for this as fur many ἡ 
other reasons. Thus Dionysius, a Bishop of Corinth of that 
period, writes Catholic epistles to the Lacedsemonians, to the 
Athenians, to the Nicomedians, to Gortyna and the Gnossians, 
Churches in Crete, as well as to Churches in other regions of 
which I have spoken already.* And Serapion, whilst com- ° 
municating with two correspondents on the subject of the 
Montanists, incidentally speaks of a Bishop of Debeltum in 
Thrace, and also of a Bishop of Anchialus in the same 
country. But what need is there to pick up the state of 
religion in Greece piecemeal? Tertullian in a manner the 
most incidental, for when he writes he is a Montanist, and: 
is engaged in defending the assemblies of the Montuanists, 
extra-scriptural though they might be—Tertullian in self-de- 
fence tells us that “Councils of all the Churches (ὁ. 6. the 
orthodox Churches) were held in stated places throughout 
Greece (per Greecias), at which all weightier matters were dis- 
cussed ; and the representation of the whole Christian com- 
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munity took place with vast solemnity. Trenzeus twice 
refers to the Church in Athiopia as first established by the 
eunuch,? and in such terms as would indicate that it could 
then be appealed to for the orthodox doctrine, that no other 
God was taught by the Apostles save God the Father, nor 
any Christ but Jesus. What stronger proof again is it possi- 
ble to have of the vigorous condition of Christianity at Alex- 
andria and in that region, than the writings of Clemens 
Alexandrinus afford, or those of Origen who succeeded him 
for a time? The greater part of the works of both these 
authors, and especially of the former and earlier, is character- 
istic not merely of the Gospel having taken the deepest root 
among all classes, but even of very refined and transcendental 
views of it prevailing amongst them—so far was it even 
then from being in the cradle of its existence in that district. 
And once in possession of Alexandria and its schools, what 
could stop its wide and rapid diffusion over the world? For 
if there was one place more than another calculated as: a pro- 
pitious starting-point for a new doctrine, it was Alexandria. 
Its position secured full and free intercourse with Asia, Africa, - 
and Europe ; and it seems to have been a neutral ground on | 
which all sects and opinions met together—LEastern sophists 
who probably introduced by that channel their Gnostic 
doctrines into circulation in the West, Platonists, Jews in 
very great numbers, speculative teachers of all sorts, abound- 
ing there ; and the great library of the Ptolemies furnishing 
magazines of materials for all. In a society such as this, 
* would not Clemens have been exposing himself to ridicule in 
the use of such language as the following, if he spoke without 
good grounds for what he said? He is encouraging the 
heathen to embrace the truth by reminding them that they 
might infer the Gospel to be from God by reason of the rapid- 
ity with which it had overrun the world. “The power of 
God,” says he, “illuminating the earth with amazing speed 
and a benevolence within the reach of all hath filled the uni- 
verse, (ἐνέπλησε τὸ πᾶν, with the seed of salvation. For 
the Lord did not achieve so great a work as this in so short a 
time without the Divine Providence. . . . He was the 
true wrestler, and wrestled in conjunction with the creature ; 
and very quickly distributed to all mankind (τάχιστα δὲ 


' Tertullian, De Jejuniis, c. xiii. [5 Ireneeus, III. 6. xii. § 8; IV. c. xxiii. § 2, 


230 OF THE MEDITERRANEAN AND EUXINE.  [Sentes II. 


els πάντας ἀνθρώπους διαδοθεὶς), and rising according to his 
Father's will more swiftly than the sun,” (the wrestler pro- 
bably referring to the giant, to whom the sun is compared in 
the 19th Psalm,) “he readily made the Godhead to shine 
upon us, showing us whence he was and who he was by the 
things which he taught and exhibited ; the Maker of the 
Covenant, the Reconciler, our Saviour the Word, the Fountain 
which giveth life, which giveth peace, Himself poured over 
the whole face of the earth; through whom in short all 
things are become a sea of good.”' So much for Alexandria 
and.that region. Again, what a surface does Cyprian repre- 
sent directly and indirectly as occupied by Christianity. He 
talks to Stephanus of Faustinus, a Bishop of Lyons, and of 
the other brother Bishops of the same province.” He com- 
municates with the Clergy and people of Spain®; with 
Firmilianus, a Bishop of Ceesarea in Cappadocia,* in which 
latter communication the elders and overseers of the Church 
are described as meeting together once a year to settle grave 
matters at a common Council.* And he actually assembles 
no less than 87 Bishops at Carthage from the province of 
Africa, Numidia, and Mauritania, to discuss the subject of 
heretical Baptism.° 

In short, the evidence on this question derived from the 
early Fathers alone can leave no doubt, that the countries 
bordering on the Mediterranean and Euxine seas were full of 
Christians long before Constantine was born. And is it pos- 
sible to believe, that occupying such a region as this, the 
choicest that can be imagined for commanding the world, it 
could be confined to it? Indeed, there is proof that it was 
not. Such a document, 6. 9. as the spurious letter of King 
Abgarus to Jesus given in Eusebius,’ being in itself enough to 
show that Christianity had been established from an ancient 
date in the kingdoms beyond the Euphrates: as the memo- 
randum in Hippolytus of the countries, to which the Apostles 
were scattered, bespeaks the same fact ; for it assigns India 
to Bartholomew, and Albanus a city in Armenia for the scene 
of his martyrdom ; to Thomas it gives Parthia, Media, Persia, 
Τὰ Clem. Alex. Cohort. § x. p. 86. ‘ Ep. Ixxv. 
+ Creteris coepiscopis nostris ineAdem | . ὅ § 4. 
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Hyrcania, the Bactri, the Mardi, and Calamina, a city of India, 
for the place where he suffered death ; to Lebbzus ὙΈΡΟΡΟΣ 
tamia': as a passage of Origen gives Scythia to St. Andrew.’ 
And whatever may have been the authority on which such 
tradition rested, there can be no doubt that when these 
documents were written which have preserved it, Christianity 
must have extended itself to the countries enumerated in them 
as the fields of the Apostles’ labours.*> And numerous touches 
of early ecclesiastical history found in Eusebius all support the 
same cenclusion* “π΄ 

The manner, in which the Gospel actually worked its way 
over the earth, is not easily traced. It came not of observa 
tion. The direct preaching of the missionary, though the 
obvious, was probably very far from being the only, or per- 
haps even the most ordinary channel; an expression which 
drops from Origen in a passage I have already cited, perhaps 
intimates as much—the rapid dispersion of the Gospel mark- 
ing its Divine origin, says he, the more, as the number of its 
teachers was limited.’ Justin Martyr finds a prediction of 
the unobtrusive character of the advent of the Gospel in the 
Lord smiting Amalek-with a secret hand (ἐν χειρὶ xpupaig,)® 
and certainly this expression is very indicative of its noiseless 
_ yet effectual course. It was so from the very beginning. 
When Paul approaches Italy the first time, he finds it already 
inhabited by many Christians. The-brethren at Puteoli desire 
. him to tarry with them; and the brethren from Rome come 
to meet him. How or when they had been converted to the 
Gospel is a mystery. Again, the interval between his release 
from his first confinement at Rome and his return to that place 
is uncertain, it might be three years, or it might be more.’ 
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But how active seems to have been the progress of the Gospel 
there during that interval ; an interval during which this great 
Apostle himself at least, having been absent from Rome, could 
not personally have contributed to the movement, yet, I say, 
how active does its progress seem to have been during that 
brief interval! Both St. Paul’s visits were made during the 
reion of the same emperor, Nero; yet how different is the 
reception at the one and at the other! Jn the first he “ was 
suffered to dwell by himself with a soldier that kept him,” 
“to dwell in his own hired house, and to receive all that came 
in unto him ;” and then he made a favourable impression on 
some even “of Czesar’s houshold.”’ In the second he “ suf- 
fered trouble, as an evil doer, even unto bonds,”’? he was 
“ready to be offered, and the time of his departure was at 
hand ;”* and in accordance with these anticipations of his 
own, he was actually put to death. For the success of the 
Gospel had been such within this short space of time, that 
the powers of the empire, indifferent to it in the first instance, 
had meanwhile taken alarm; and it had begun to be per- 
ceived that Gallio’s view of the question at any rate could no 
longer be maintained. Yet how silently had the leaven been 
working all this while. Justin tells us the history of his own 
conversion : it was apparently quite accidental, as we should 
say. He had retired to a secluded region near the coast for 
the indulgence of uninterrupted meditation, being then en- 
gaged in the study of Plato’s philosophy. Here an old man 
of mild and venerable aspect, who was on the look-out for 
some friends whom he had lost, met with him and fell into 
conversation with him. He proved to be a Christian; and 
accordingly in the course of the dialogue which ensued be- 
tween them, he drew Justin’s attention to the Scriptures, 
and to the dispensation of the Gospel, of which they spake ; 
and, his discourse ended, he went away, and Justin saw him 
no more. Yet the effects of this encounter did not terminate 
here.* This casual adventure had predisposed Justin to ex- 
amine the Scriptures; and having done so, he became con- 
verted and a Christian. Probably this is the history of 
thousands, There is another account of a conversion in 
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Minucius Felix— indeed it forms the plot of his Dialorue— 
which again may be considered characteristic of the incidental 
manner in which it was effected in numberless instances. 
Minucius tells us that there was nothing, which he remem- 
bered of his friend Octavius (whose n&me gives the title to his 
little work) so Vividly, as a conversation which Octavius had 
held with one Cecilius a heathen, at which he was himself 
present ; ἃ conversation at which Octavius won Cecilius to 
the Gospel.' This Ceacilius, it happened, had come to Rome 
on a visit to Minucius ; and after they had spent a few days 
there together in talking over old times, they all three repaired 
to Ostia for sea-bathing, Minucius having occasion to recruit 
his health, and the vacation during the short vintage having 
caused the courts to be shut, for Minucius was a lawyer. Here 
it chanced, as they were pacing the shore, that on passing an 
image of Serapis, Czecilius put his hand to his lip and saluted 
it, as was the practice with the superstitious vulgar.” Where- 
upon, says Octavius to Minucius, “it is not the part of a good 
man, my brother, to allow his friend and companion to con- 
tinue in such darkness, as that he should be left to stumble 
against a stone in broad day—a stone fashioned, and anointed, 
and crowned with garlands, it is true—seeing that the disgrace 
falls upon you as much as upon him.” Meanwhile, the party 
pursued their walk along the shore in desultory conversation ; 
and as they returned paused, where the boats were drawn up 
on the beach, to watch some boys playing at ducks and drakes 
on the surface of the water.° Whilst they were amusing 
themselves with looking at the sport, Minucius remarked that 
Ceecilius took no interest in it, but, on the contrary, was silent 
and thoughtful. What ails you? said he. I am annoyed, . 
replied Ceecilius, at the observation of Octavius, which con- 
veyed to me a reproach of ignorance. Now I am prepared to 
debate this subject with him, and I will show him that it is 
an easier matter to babble among friends than to argue with 
philosophers. -Suppose, therefore, we seat ourselves on the 
mole, and discuss the question. Accordingly they took their 
places, and the argument proceeded.* I have produced the 
passage somewhat at full, because all the details of it answer 
the purpose for which I cite it; viz. to point out the very 
casual manner in which the Gospel was often propagated, and 
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the multitude of channels it was stealing through, besides the 
direct one of missionary exertions. The accidental visit of 
the heathen to his friend at Rome—their going together to 
the coast at vacation time, all of them, perhaps, being lawyers, 
one of them certainly béing so—the passing salutation of the 
image—the apparatus so different from a pulpit and a con- 
gregation—the whole, I mean, serving to show, what 
numerous springs of all sorts were in motion to disperse 
Christianity, and to account for the very rapid progress it 
made ; so many hands, it appears, forwarding it who were 
not expressly charged with the work, nor even suspected of 
being engaged in it. 

Moreover, the very nature of Christianity was such as to 
excite attention and awake discussion wherever it planted 
itself. It was a disturbing force. It could not exist, and 
not make itself felt. Even so early as the Canonical Epistles, 
one detects this feature of it. From a passage in the first 
Epistle to the Corinthians, we find there was already felt to 
be a difficulty about carrying on legal suits, when the tribunal 
was heathen and the litigants Christian. “ Dare any of you, 
having a matter against another, go to law before the unjust ?”" 
In the same Epistle (for the social character of many of the 
questions handled in that Epistle causes it to supply us with 
much evidence of the qualities there were in the Gospel to 
make it talked about), in that same Epistle, I say, we have 
another contingency provided for, which must have been of 
constant occurrence, that of unequal marriage, one party a 
believer, the other an infidel. What a fruitful field of dis- 
cussion would either of these occurrences furnish, the one 
_ bringing the question of Christianity under consideration in 
all its bearings on property and person, the other in all its 
bearings on the social relations of life. And it is this view of 
the stirring nature of the Gospel, the vibration, as it were, 
which it occasioned throughout the system into which it was 
admitted, that is, perhaps, the true key to a passage in the 
Epistle to the Philippians, often quoted for another purpose. 
“ But I would ye should understand, brethren, that the things 
which happened unto me have fallen out rather unto the 
furtherance of the Gospel (4. 6. his imprisonment) ; so that 
my bonds in Christ are manifest in all the palace, and in all 

11 Cor. vi. 1. 21 Cor. vii, 12, 18. 
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other places ; and many of the brethren in the Lord, waxing 
confident by my bonds, are much more bold to speak the 
word without fear. Some, indeed, preach (κηρύσσουσιν) 
Christ even of envy and strife ; and some also of good will: 
the one preach Christ of contention, not sincerely, supposing 
to add affliction to my bonds: but the other of love, knowing 
that I am set for the defence of the Gospel. What then ? 
notwithstanding, every way, whether in pretence or in truth, 
Christ is preached (καταγγέλλεται) ; and therein do I rejoice, 
yea, and will rejoice”'—the terms κηρύσσω and καταγγέλλω 
not used in any technical sense, I apprehend, or having here 
the meaning of preach as usually understood; but simply 
conveying the idea, that St. Paul’s imprisonment had excited 
a strong sensation (as we say in these days), and led to the 
discussion of the merits of the cause for which he suffered ; 
one party assailing and vilifying it and him, and another 
party warmly defending both ; and thus both parties, whether 
actuated by spite or by charity still serving by their disputes 
to spread the knowledge of Christ and to proclaim Him; a 
good result at all events, in which St. Paul rejoices. The 
passage, thus explained, holds out no sanction for heretical 
preaching, as it is often made to do. These commotions, 
which attended on the progress of the Gospel, and which we 
thus see had begun in the Apostles’ days, increased in an 
enormous ratio, as it proceeded and gathered strength ; and 
by consequence interfered more and more with all the habits, 
and arrangements, and laws, and occupations, and amusements 
of mankind: so that the subject soon forced itself upon all 
who came within the range of its influence, whether they 
would or not: it could not be blinked ; and thus overran the 
world with a rapidity, which nothing could stop. The 
absence of the Christians from all public spectacles,’ from ex- 
ecutions,® their scruples about wearing garlands at a feast,‘ 
and ointments*; their care about their own poor®; their 
hesitation to take a heathen oath’; their reluctance to burn 
their dead*; their refusal to partake of meats which had 


? Philippians i..12-18. 4 Stromat. I. § i. p. 319. 

2 Clem. Alex. Pwd. 111. c xi. p. 208. 7 Tertullian, De Idololatria, ὁ. xvii. 

8 Athenagoras, Leg. pro Christianis,| ® De Corona, 6. xi.; Epistle of the 
8 35. Churches of Lyons and Vienne, Routh. 

4 Clem. Alex. Peed. 11. 6. viii. p. 213. | Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 290. 

δ». 205. 


236 INSTRUMENT&L TO ITS PROPAGATION. ([Seares IL 


been offered at heathen altars’; their objections to having 
their children taught at school heathen mythology’; their 
use on all occasions of the sign of the Cross,’ on their beds, 
on their persons; all these peculiarities and numbers more of 
the same kind, great and small, which might be mentioned, 
must have been so many challenges to the curiosity of the 
world they mixed with; must have drawn attention to them 
and their doctrines: the feeling which accompanied their 
march, go where they would, must have been more or less 
that of the people of Thessalonica, “these that have turned 
the world upside down are come hither also.”* We saw from 
Minucius, that the casual salutation of an image of Serapis 
was the primary cause of a discussion on the merits of Chris- 
tianity and of the.conversion, which ensued ; how much more 
likely would the casual crossing of the person (to take the 
least of the peculiarities of the Christians I enumerated) be 
a trifle calculated to lead to similar results ! 

The ordinary progress of the Gospel promoted through all 
these unobtrusive channels, must have been greatly accelerated 
by the frequent resort of the people in those days, in multi- 
tudes, to the public games. The mere union of persons from 
all quarters with little to do, whilst the games lasted, but to 
talk over the events of the day, was propitious to the diffusion 
of the knowledge of this rising sect. The case was similar in 
this respect to the feast of the Passover, and the effects were 
similar. We learn from St. John the active inquiries, which - 
were made about Jesus by the crowds assembled at that feast. 
“ Many went out of tle country up to Jerusalem before the 
Passover,’ and they “spake among themselves as they stood in 
the temple, what think ye, that he will not come to the 
feast?”* But in the case of these shows, there were other 
reasons why this topic, the dispersion of Christianity, should 
be eagerly and zealously discussed at them; such seasons 
being often chosen for the execution of the Christians, none 
other being better suited for making a public example. Thus 
we read, that the soldiers who had the custody of Ignatius 
were not content with simply discharging their office and con- 
veying him to Rome, but were anxious to do so “ before the 
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games were over ;”' and it was at a great festival of this kind 
at Smyrna, that Polycarp was burned.? And the voice which 
issued from aloft, when the old man entered the arena, “ Be of 
good heart, and play the man, Polycarp,” sustained as it was 
by the courageous carriage of the martyr, probably preached 
a sermon which made more converts, and circulated far more 
widely than appeared—lighted up a candle which would not 
readily be put out. | 


1 Acts of Ignatius, § v. considered | cc. v,, vi. 
genuine by Pearson, Vind. Ign. Part I. ? Acts of Polycarp, § ix. 
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LECTURE II. 


The insinuation of Gibbon respecting the rank and character of the early Chris- 
tians, originally advanced by the heathen opponents of Christianity, and an- 
swered by the Apologists. The fact, that many persons of wealth and education 
were Christians, proved, from the acquirements of the Fathers, from their 
specific assertion of it, from their addressing themselves to the mch and intel- 
ligent, from the fund at the disposal of the Church. Variety of demands upon 
the pecuniary resources of the Christians. Remarks on the Libellatici. 


W. saw in the last Lecture that the authority of the 

Fathers tends to establish the fact, that the Gospel 
was dispersed very widely indeed before Constantine, and that 
the numbers of the Christians were already very great; an 
inference to which they cannot minister without fairly win- 
ning for themselves our esteem, as being at least valuable con- 
tributors to the Evidences. But they have further claims on 
us of the same kind from the light they throw on the rank, 
condition, and character of the early Christians, a point to the 
illustration of which, I am anxious to make these Lectures 
tributary. For the sceptic, you are well aware, has used 
this weapon against the faith, and insinuated, that they con- 
sisted ‘almost entirely of the dregs of the populace, of peasants 
and mechanics, of boys and women, of beggars and slaves” ; 
and that accordingly the Christian missionaries were as “loqua- 
cious and dogmatical in private”, as they were slow to encounter 
philosophers and persons of education in debate.' 

Now in the first place this accusation is almost or altogether 
founded on information supplied by the Fathers themselves ; 
and it is scarcely credible that they would have volunteered it, 
had they thought it formidable to the cause they advocated. 
It has come down to us, in fact, as an objection found by 
them in infidel publications, to which they are replying, and 
which their replies have so far preserved, or-as an objection, 
which in the treatises they sometimes drew up in the form of 
dialogues, they put into the mouths of their ignorant adver- 
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saries. Origen, 6. g. gives it to Celsus in more places than 
one'; and Minucius Felix assigns it almost in the terms I 
have stated it in, and which are nearly those of Gibbon, to 
Ceecilius the Heathen antagonist of his friend Octavius. I 
need scarcely tell you, how very ill-informed on the affairs of 
the Christians these heathens are represented to have been ; and 
how apt they were to undertake to refute them, without giving 
themselves any previous pains to master the character and 
tenets of those they were bent on overthrowing. Justin com- - 
plains of this in the case of Crescens. The description he 
gives of him is this: “It is not fit to call the man a philoso- 
pher,” says he, “testifying against us, as he does, publicly, facts 
of which he knows nothing ; charging the Christians with being 
atheists and impious persons ; and acting thus in order to curry 
favour with the multitude who have been led astray. For if he 
calumniates us without having read the precepts of Christ, he 
is utterly base, and worse than the boors; for they generally 
have scruples about talking and telling lies on subjects with 
which they are unacquainted. Or if he has read them, then he 
does not understand the majesty there is in them. Or if he un- 
derstands this, and acts as he does in order that no suspicion 
may attach to himself, he is still more infamous and mean ; for 
he is truckling to an ignorant and senseless prejudice, and to 
fear.”* And Theophilus makes a similar complaint of Auto- 
lycus, the friend to whom he addresses his defence of the 
Christians ; very greatly surprised that one who spared no 
pains in mastering all the profane and worthless books that 
came out, would give himself no trouble about the Christian 
writings’; and though, in other matters, he was so. curious as 
to investigate them all with the utmost care, he should feel no 
concern about Christianity.” And Origen expresses himself 
in very similar terms of Celsus, alleging that “whoever would 
examine the uniform purport of our Scriptures, would perceive 
that Celsus, whose hatred to the Christians was like that of 
the most ignorant vulgar, brought these charges of his against 
them without inquiry or regard for truth.”° It need not 
therefore be a case for wonder, if, under such circumstances, 

1 Origen, Contra Celsum, III. § 44. S’AveEerdorws καὶ evddpevos.— 

2 Minucius Felix, c. viii. Origen, Contra Celsum, ITI. § 53. See 

8 Justin Martyr. Apol. 11. § 3. also V. 8 90. Κέλσουυ μήτε νοήσαντος 
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we find many idle imputations cast upon the Christians, and - 
much exaggeration and distortion of features, that might 
really in some degree belong to them, attempted. For philo- 
sophers, it seems, to which class all these men belonged,’ were 
in no other way difficult to deal with, than as they were 
totally ignorant of the subject they were disputing about. 
Certainly, the canonical Scriptures of the New Testament imply 
that in the first instance Christians were in general, though by 
no means exclusively, of the poorer ranks ; and Origen, in re- 
plying to this charge, for it is one which Celsus advances, 
remarks on one of these occasions when he does so, that it 
must needs be so, inasmuch as the ignorant and uneducated 
being more in number than the literate, there must be among 
the multitudes converted to Christianity, more ignorant and 
uneducated persons than intelligent ones; but he adds, that 
even Celsus confessed that there were temperate and gentle, 
and understanding persons among them, and persons capable 
of penetrating allegories,* that though the Churches had few 
wise men (σοφοὺς) who abandoned that wisdom which was 
after the flesh to come to them, yet that such persons they had 
who left the carnal for the divine*: and in another passage in 
the same treatise he inverts the objection, and in language 
bespeaking in a very remarkable manner the impression the 
Gospel had then made upon the best informed, says, “ More- 
over, how could a mere man and no more,” (the Jew in Celsus 
having been representing Jesus as such,) “how could a mere 
man and no more, effect the conversion of such multitudes, 
not of thoughtful persons merely, for there would have been 
no wonder in that (καὶ ov θαυμαστὸν εἰ τῶν φρονίμων), but 
even of the most unreasonable and the most enslaved to their 
passions, and through such want of sense, the most difficult to 
turn to a course of greater sobriety ?”’* “I have no wish,” 


from many of the objections of Celsus, 


1 Origen speaks of Celsus as such, 
"Apa ov προσάγων ἀνθρώπους φιλο- 
copig.—Contra Velsum, III. § 74, et 
alibi. He was an Epicurean (I. § 8; 
III. § 75), though apparently unwilling 
to avow it, ἀγωνισάσθω οὖν μηκέτι 
κρύπτων τὴν ἑαυτοῦ αἵρεσιν, ἀλλ᾽ dpo- 
λογῶν ᾿Ἐπικούρειος εἶναι, κιτ.λ.---1}}. 
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Christians were even the most curions 
of these infidel philosophers, appears 
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by Origen as quotations in Celsus’ own 
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says he again on another occasion, “that the ranks of the 
Christians should be made up of dolts, on the contrary, I seek 
for the lively and acute, as persons better able to attain to 
the meaning of mysteries (aiveypatwv) and of such things as 
are spoken darkly in the law and the prophets and the Gospels, 
writings which you, Celsus, despise, as containing nothing 
worthy of a thought ; because you do not fathom the sense, 
nor try to penetrate the intention of the writer:”’ to be sure - 
a system which applied to the feelings and wants of the poor 
above all others, and was so constructed as only to find favour 
with the humble of heart, would naturally in the first instance 
meet with acceptance from them rather than“from others : but 
its own intrinsic excellence soon recommended it to all; and 
the writings of the Fathers most abundantly testify that in a 
very short time it made an effectual inroad amongst the most 
intelligent and opulent. 

The great acquirements of many of the Fathers themselves, 
to which their works bear witness, would indeed be enough to 
show that there were many amongst the early Christians of 
sound education and liberal attainments: Gibbon, indeed, him- 
self, allows that “the faith of Christ” “was embraced by 
several persons who derived some consequence from the advan- 
tages of nature and fortune ;”* at the same time himself offer- 
ing a catalogue of them, such as it is—but undoubtedly the 
fair way of regarding each of the Fathers is, that he was a 
type of numbers, who being of like circumstances with him- — 
self adopted a like course. Justin Martyr, for instance, had 
been under the hands of teachers of almost every school of 
philosophy that existed, and found, as he tells us, satisfaction 
in none; nor could he rest, till directed to the writings of the 
prophets he discovered in them at last a footing on which he 
could ἢχ From the account that Tatian gives of his own 
conversion we see that he went through the same process. He 
too, after having examined the creeds of various sects of the 
heathens, and after meeting with evil in them all, at length 
fell in with the Scriptures, and felt that then at length he had 
arrived at truth which he was in search of. What was there 
in the cases of these two persons to make them peculiar? They 
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happen to be specific instances of learned men who turned 
Christians, but is it not reasonable to suppose that multitudes 
did the same, of whom no records remain ; particularly as the 
course of incidents which led to the change in the instances 
we are contemplating, is the most natural and ordinary that 
can be imagined ? 

Again, the passages in the Fathers, which directly and 
without circumlocution assert that many among the Christians 
were of superior birth and breeding—one or two of which, 
indeed, Gibbon notices,’ though in a manner to attach to them 
little weight—would not be so easily disposed of by a candid 
inquirer after truth as he thinks. Tertullian in one place 
speaks of it as an alleged popular grievance that “ persons of 
every sex, age, condition, and now,” he adds (as if that was a 
more recent feature of the case) “rank, are passing over to the 
Christians.”* There is something characteristic of accuracy of 
statement in the introduction of the “jam” ; the titled were 
not the very earliest converts; and if we adopt the other 
reading “etiam,” the inference would not be very different. 
Again, in his appeal to Scapula, the president of Africa, in 
behalf of the Christians, Tertullian, whilst reminding this 
magistrate of others in authority, who had acted mercifully 
towards the Christians, speaks of Severus “ having left un- 
harmed certain most illustrious women, and most illustrious ᾿ 
men, who belonged to this sect.”* Gibbon refers to a passage 
in this short tract, where Tertullian asks how Carthage could 
bear the decimation, if Scapula should proceed to despatch the 
Christians, seeing that it contained so many thousands of them 
of all ranks*; and yet using it as he does for a purpose of his 
own, he takes no notice of the phrase I have just cited ; nor yet 
by the by (for I will name it in passing, though it rather belongs 
to the subject of my last Lecture, the number of the early 
Christians), of another which occurs in that tract, and which 
would serve to qualify the conclusion he draws from the one 
he does quote. “ Even Tertullian’s rhetoric” (such this conclu- 
sion is) “rises no higher than to claim a tenth part of Car- 
thage’’*—the term decimate taken literally. But it should 


' Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 375. 8 Clarissimas foeminas et clarissimos 
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seem to be a term loosely used, and as equivalent to “put to 
death ;’’ for only the page before, Tertullian had described the 
Christians as “ pars pene major civitatis cujusque,”' “almost 
the majority of every state,” that of Carthage, therefore, in- 
cluded, as it needs must be from the nature of the argu- 
ment, which is to show Scapula how inoffensive they were, 
notwithstanding their numbers. Perhaps neither the one ex- 
pression nor the other was meant to be construed rigorously ; 
all I contend for is, that if Gibbon chose to draw an inference 
from the word decimate, that Tertullian in his flights did not 
‘dream of more than a tenth of the population of Carthage 
being Christian, he should not have suppressed his other asser- 
tion in the very same treatise, that they were almost a ma- 
jority. But to return: again, in his treatise “De Fuga in 
Persecutione,”’® one of the questions which Tertullian enter- 
tains is, whether it is lawful to buy off persecution ;. for he 
had already determined that it was not lawful to flee from it: 
and this, also, for various reasons which he assigns, good and 
bad, he decides in the negative. But in arguing the question, 
it evidently never enters into his account that funds would be 
wanting for such a purpose, which would have been a thought 
at any rate likely to present itself to him when treating on 
such a subject, had any such difficulty occurred to his mind ; 
in the absence, therefore, of it, we must conclude that there 
was no such difficulty, or in other words, that the Christians 
were not altogether of the mean condition ascribed to them. 
But on this point I shall have more to say after a while. In 
the Epistle of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne, describing 
to their friends in Asia the persecution that had befallen them, 
one of the victims, whose name is given, Vettius Epagathus, 
is expressly spoken of as a person of distinction.* And it 
appears incidentally in Origen’s “ Exhortatio ad Martyrium,” 
that Ambrosius, one of the two persons to whom he addresses 
that treatise, as indeed he does other of his writings,* was a 
man of large possessions, it being one of Origen’s arguments 
that those who are called to suffer of such a class have reason 
to rejoice at having greater sacrifices to make, and greater en- 
joyments to resign than others ; and by consequence, according 
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to our Lord’s promise,’ at having higher rewards to receive.” 
Nay, in his treatise against Celsus, when defending the early 
Christian teachers against the charge of having been influenced 
in their views by the hope of gain, he says, “In these days, 
perhaps, when by reason of the multitude of converts to the 
word, rich persons, and some in offices of dignity and dis- 
tinction, and delicate and noble women, receive the Christian 
teachers ; one or other may dare to affirm that some under- 
take the task of teaching Christianity for the credit of the 
thing (διὰ τὸ δοξάριον), but no such suspicion can attach tu 
the first teachers, when the risk they ran was great: and even 
now the ill name they get amongst the rest of mankind is 
more than an equivalent to the credit they acquire with those 
of the same way of thinking as themselves; nor indeed do 
they get this credit universally.”* 

But the fact itself may be established upon much broader 
grounds. Let us look at much of our early ecclesiastical litera- 
ture, and gather from that the condition of the parties to whom 
it addresses itself. It will be evident to every candid reader 
of it that they could have been no mere peasants or artisans, 
but must have been, to a very large extent, persons of refine- 
ment and easy circumstances. The writings of Clemens Alex- 
andrinus bear most ample testimony to this fact—the 
Peedagogue especially. It would be impossible for any one to 
peruse this treatise, which professes to instruct the converts to 
Christianity in the application of their new faith to the details 
of every-day life, without being convinced that its author had 
in his eye principally, almost exclusively, converts of the upper 
classes of society. Why else should he lay down the rules he 
does for the regulation of the table? If he was writing for 
the poor, why caution them against the use of recondite dishes 
drawn from the most remote corners of the world? “ Lampreys 
from Sicily ; eels from the Mseander ; kids from Melos; mul- 
lets from Sciathus ; shell-fish from Pelorum; oysters from 
Abydos; anchovies from Lipara; turnips from Mantinea ; 
beets from Ascra” ; “soles from Attica ; thrushes from Daphne ; 
Chelidonian figs” ; “fowls from Phasis (pheasants) ; quails from 
Egypt ; peacocks from Media”’*? or against indulgence in ex- 
quisite wines 7——“ Be not over curious about the Chian, nor 
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yet about the Ariusian : thirst only claims a supply to meet 
it, not delicate liqueurs. Foreign wines are for an appetite 
palled through satiety. The Thasian, the fragrant Lesbian, 
the sweet Cretan, the luscious Syracusan, that of Mendes in 
Egypt, and that of the insular Naxos, and the odoriferous 
wine of Italy, all these are many kinds, but to a temperate 
liver all wines are one, the produce of one God. For why 
should not the wine of the country serve to satisfy the taste?’’! 
His restrictions on furniture still lead to the same inference. 
“ Away,” says he, “with Thericlean and Antigonian cups, with 
tankards and saucers and shells, and vessels of ten thousand 
other sorts ; coolers and flagons ; silver and gold, both in pri- 
vate and public, are an invidious possession—-a possession 
hard to acquire, not easy to retain, and inconvenient to use. 
Furthermore, vain and curious manufactures of glass, the more 
easily broken by reason of the delicacy of the fabric, teaching 
you to fear for them whilst you drink out of them, must be 
banished from our system—and couches of silver, and ewers, 
and cruets, and plates and dishes, and other utensils of silver 
and gold . . . . tripods of ivory, and sofas inlaid with the 
same, and with silver feet ; chamber doors studded with gold, 
and variegated with tortoiseshell ; counterpanes of purple, and 
other rare colours, emblems of unseemly luxury, superfluities 
conducing to envy and sloth, ought all to be put away as not 
worthy our notice ; for ‘the time,’ saith the Apostle, ‘is short.’ 
ee ee Will not a table-knife cut without golden rivets and 
an ivory handle? Cannot a joint be carved without steel 
from India? What if the ewer be of earthenware, will it not 
hold the water for washing the hands? and the foot-bath that 
for the feet??...... Furniture of all kinds should be in 
harmony with the character of the Christian, and be duly 
adapted to the person, the age, the pursuits, the season’ 

‘ill-regulated wealth is an arsenal of mischief... . . all pro- 
perty is given us to be used rightly ..... the best riches 
is to have few wants ; the truest magnanimity not to take 
pride in wealth, but to despise it.’’* Surely it would be wast- 
ing words to talk thus to labourers and Mnechanics, Tertullian’s 
treatise “ De Cultu Foeminarum,” on female dress, reads us the 
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same lesson. It could not have entered that author’s head to 
compose such a treatise on such ἃ subject, if Christian women 
had consisted exclusively, or anything like it, of the poorer 
orders. The occasion of the essay was this. The Christian 
females, jealous of the superior ornaments of the heathen, 
were indulging a taste for personal decoration beyond what 
Tertullian thought was seemly, and accordingly they provoke 
him to address to them a word of advice. He disparages sil- 
ver, gold, and jewels, to the utmost. “Silver and gold are 
less noble than earth ; for they are earth wrought by the hands 
of wretches in the mines ; earth transmuted from purposes of 
torment to purposes of ornament ; from affliction to affectation ; 
from ignominy to honour.”' “The pearl is but the pustule 
of a bad oyster. Gems are extracted from the forehead of 
the snake . . . . This forsooth was lacking to the Christian 
woman, to owe her toilet to the serpent! Thus was she to 
bruise its head by drawing forth a decoration for her own !’’? 
“Ten thousand sesterces shall be strung on a single thread. 
A delicate neck shall carry about it woods and islands.» The 
slender skin of the ear shall bear a whole ledger ; and every 
left-hand finger play with bags of coin.”* It is needless to 
make further extracts from this characteristic appeal. Cyprian 
follows the same subject up in his “De Habitu Virginum ;” 
the whole of which offers the clearest testimony to the supe- 
rior rank and condition of the Christians. “ But some women 
are rich and affluent, who are not for concealing the fact, but 
contend that they ought to make use of their wealth. Let 
such be assured that that woman is truly rich who is rich in 
God and in Christ—that those are the true riches which are 
heavenly, and which are laid up for us with God as a per- 
petual possession. ..... You say you are rich. Paul 
meets your case, and prescribes moderation in your ornaments. 
Let your ‘women adorn themselves in modest apparel,’ says 
he, ‘ with shame-facedness and sobriety, not with broidered 


' Tertullian, De Cultu Fominarum,| had disposed of an hundred acres in a 
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hair or gold.’" Peter writes after the same fashion* .... . 
and if they lay such restraints even upon married women, who 
have the excuse of having husbands to please, what defence 
can be set up for virgins? . . . You say you are rich. But 
all things are not expedient that are lawful... ... If you 
adorn your persons so as to attract and inflame young men, 
you cannot be said to be of a chaste mind yourselves. Neither 
can you be reckoned among the virgins of Christ, whilst -you 
live to be admired. ..... You say that you are rich, and 
ought to make use of the goods which God has given you. 
Do so in the manner God wishes. Let the poor know that you 
are rich. Lend to God your estate. Secure to yourselves the 
prayers of many. Lay up treasure in heaven. You offend 
against God, if you abuse his gifts, instead of using them for 
the purposes he intends. The voice is God’s gift; but it is 
not to be used in lewd songs. Iron is God’s gift; but it is 
not to be turned to murder. ..... Let chaste virgins flee 
such decorations as are only the emblems of a brothel. . ... 
Those who put on silk and purple, cannot put on Christ. Those 
who are adorned with gold and pearls and necklaces, have lost 
the ornaments of the heart.”* Is it fair to affect to reply to 
the objection, that the early Christians were of mean station, 
by producing three or four solitary instances to the contrary, 
and leave unnoticed whole treatises like these? quite a-section 
of Christian literature ? which, by their very nature and sub- 
ject, prove to demonstration, though in a manner the most 
incidental and satisfactory, that there must have been multi- 
tudes of a higher grade? Indeed, as far as Mr. Gibbon is . 
concerned, there are passages in his autobiography where he 
touches upon the course of his studies, which would lead us 
to suspect that his acquaintance with the Fathers, though he 
does speak of them ‘as entering into the plan of his reading, 
was limited ; that this was a mine of materials for his history, 
which he did not labour with the same care as some others ; 
and that of their writings, the Apologies, or such treatises as 
without bearing the nante are of the nature of Apologies, were 
those he had chiefly consulted ; naturally expecting to find in 
that division of their works the chief information of which 
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he was in search ': but I have often observed in the course of 
my Lectures, how much of the knowledge you derive from the 
Fathers, comes upon you by surprise ; and, as in the present 
instance, how frequently you are able to draw most important 
conclusions from treatises, the titles of which promise no such 
results: and accordingly I believe that Mr. Gibbon, in reckon- 
ing upon the Apologies as containing most or all the facts 
which would be of value to him, if he did so reckon, was 
deceived ; and did not fully apprehend the miscellaneous cha- 
racter of the writings of the Fathers in general. But this by 
the way. 

Then the very style of many of the early Christian writings 
is indicative of the position of those to whom it speaks, and 
for whom it is adopted. We naturally judge of the condi- 
tion of a party to whom a letter is addressed, in the opinion 
at least of his correspondent, by the language in which he 
communicates with him, and the subjects he chooses for his 
communication. And judging of the early Christians by 
this test, they will not appear to have been, as a body, mean 
and ignorant, but far otherwise. Take, for instance, the 
treatise of Athenagoras on the Resurrection. We may 
gather from a passage near the close of it, that it was deli- 
vered before a congregation ; was perhaps a kind of sermon. 
He had endeavoured, he there says, to point out in a summary 
way to those who were assembled (τοῖς συνελθοῦσιν), what 
they ought to think of a resurrection; and to suit his 
argument to the capacity of his hearers (τῇ δυνάμει τῶν 
παρόντων. That these hearers were a mixed audience is 
certainly probable; that there were unbelievers present as 
well as Christians: indeed, in the beginning of the address, 
he speaks of some persons being altogether incredulous on the 
subject of the resurrection; others doubtful; and even of 
those who received certain hypotheses (¢.¢. of the Christian 
faith), some being in difficulty about this one; their hesita- 
tion the result of feeling more than of reason.* But it was 
not a heathen audience. He quotes in one place a verse from 
the first Epistle to the Corinthians* ; founds his argument in 
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part upon a future. judgment, when the sins of which both 
body and soul have partaken having to be accounted for, it is 
only just that both body and soul should be present to receive 
sentence'; and those sins he refers to the breach of God’s 
commandments as revealed in Scripture, which he quotes.’ 
I say, therefore, that all this bespeaks the audience not to 
have been heathen, or not to have been exclusively heathen. 
It was made up at all events of a class which either actually 
were Christians, or were likely to become such. But who 
can read this essay without being satisfied that it could not 
have consisted of unlettered boors? It is evidently delivered 
to a very intelligent audience. I cannot afford to give you 
even ἃ summary of the treatise, for it is a summary itself, 
and therefore must be produced at length, if it is to have its 
just effect ; but there are not many objections which can be 
urged against the resurrection of the body which it does not 
encounter and remove; nor many arguments which can be 
advanced in its favour (for it takes both lines) which it does 
not press; many of them too refined ones, and such as would 
be lost upon an unlettered assembly. Or take the case of 
the Stromata of Clemens, its very principle is a transcendental 
one. It leads to the truths of revelation through philosophy.® 
It purposes to contain truth under a disguise*; under a dis- 
guise which none will be able to penetrate but the thoughtful 
and reflecting.» How could Clemens contemplate any other 
readers than sagacious ones for a work constructed upon a 
plan like this? Again, “ We have no desire,” writes Origen, 

who is actuated by the same views as Clemens, “we have no 

desire to divert the young from the study of philosophy, but 

such as have been already trained in the cycle of the sciences, , 
we endeavour to elevate to that majestic and sublime elo- 
quence, hidden though it be from the vulgar, which discusses 
questions the greatest and most important of all, and shows 
that their philosophy is founded on the prophets of God, and 
the Apostles of Jesus. 6 And turn to the treatise of this 
same Father περὶ Εὐχῆς, in which he gives a copious com- 
mentary on the Lord’s Prayer, and consider whether it would 
be level to the capacity of the uninformed and ignorant ; 
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whether his metaphysical disquisition, for instance, charac- 
teristic enough of its author, on the term οὐσία or essence, 
- when he is employed in explaining the term ἐπιούσιος, which 
occurs in that prayer; or his discussion on the right posture 
of prayer, where he comments on the text, “Every knee shall Ὁ 
bow of things in heaven,” &c., and gives it a spiritual mean- 
ing; taking that opportunity to be sure of announcing that 
all who had treated of heavenly bodies with most accuracy, 
had demonstrated that they were spherical, and consequently 
concluding that they cannot be understood to have knees in 
a literal sense'—whether speculations like these could pos- 
sibly be meant for artisans? I do not think it worth while 
to illustrate this proposition by further examples of the 
writings of the Fathers, though nothing would be more easy 
than to multiply them to any extent. 

I will add another consideration quite distinct from any of 
the previous ones, which still leads us to the same result. If 
the body of Christians in very early times was composed so 
exclusively of the meanest of the people as some pretend, 
whence were the funds derived which ministered to its sup- 
port and extension, for that they must have been very consi- 
derable indeed, is clear ? " 

In the first place, the clergy had to, be maintained. They 
were in general ‘supported by a monthly fixed payment,’ as 
we learn from Cyprian, who directs it in the instance of 
certain clergy under accusation to be suspended. The same 
Bishop seems to be speaking of his own share in the Church 
revenues, when he uses on one occasion the term “sua propria 
quantitas ;” desiring it, when he was in concealment, to be 
distributed amongst the widows, sick, and poor; and perhaps 
distinguishing it from an additional sum which he remits for | 
the same purpose, but which he calls “portio;”* as on ano- 
ther occasion he speaks of “ quantitas propria nostra,” as dis- 
tinguished from the “summulss” of his colleagues and brother- 
priests*; and on a third he talks of having sent alms “ de 
sumptibus propriis,”® and of a Deacon who was with him 
having done the same. The amount of the provision for 
the clergy, though it would be a matter of great curiosity to 
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ascertain it, I do not think we have the means of determining 
from testimony afforded by any of the Ante-Nicene Fathers. 
Indeed it is singular, when you come to investigate the minute 
details of social life in ancient times, how difficult it is to 
arrive at any certain conclusions: so much less does the 
most learned antiquary now know than the veriest peasant, 
who was an actor in the scene. The single fact which has 
been referred to, in elucidation of the question now before us, 
is one incidentally mentioned by Eusebius, who tells us that 
certain heretics at Rome, in the reign of Severus, about the 
end of the second century, or beginning of the third, per- 
suaded one Natalius to be their Bishop, with a salary of 150 
denarii a month,' or some 60l. a year. It has been argued 
that this may give us some idea of the salary of a Bishop of 
the Church in those days. The humanitarian heretics, how- 
ever, to which class these belonged, we must remember, were 
a very insignificant number of persons—rives as opposed to 
πλεῖστοι the orthodox*—and probably, therefore, had very 
limited means at their command. And even apart from this, 
we must bear in mind, in estimating the force of the Christian 
exchequer, which is the object for which I am bringing for- 
ward the case of Natalius, that even £60 was the represen- 
tative then of very much more value than it would be now.’ 
Moreover, the number of these Bishops was very great ; 
every town of any size possessing one—as again, the Pres- 
byters and Deacons who were subject to him, apparently bore 
a much larger proportion to their congregations than they 
would do at present. Every one of the epistles of Ignatius. 
addressed to an Asiatic Church, seems to contemplate a plu- 
rality of Presbyters and Deacons*; and so does the epistle 
of Clemens addressed to the Church of Corinth*; so that the 
payments, though individually they may have been small, 
must have been collectively very great. Add to this, that 
certainly in Cyprian’s time, and probably down from the time 
of the Apostles (for we find the distinction between the 
clergy and the laity obtaining even so early as the epistle 
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of Clemens,' nay, probably in the use of the word ἐδιώτηνρ by 
St. Paul himself,”) the clergy properly so called were exclusively 
devoted to the work of the ministry, and were not concerned 
in secular business, so that the whole of their maintenance 
must have devolved upon the fund. Indeed, so rigorous was 
the rule of the Church upon this point, that the clergy of the 
Church of Carthage at least were not allowed to be executors 
of wills; and Cyprian complains loudly of a particular in- 
stance in which this injunction had been violated*®; expressly 
affirming that the minister of God ought to be wholly occu- 
pied in serving at the altar, and alleging that it was in order 
that the clergy might so devote themselves that they had their 
wants supplied by the brethren; such supply being an equi- 
valent for tithes of old, as the position of the clergy was 
similar to that of the Levites. But the view here propounded, 
that the ecclesiastical fund, out of which the clergy were paid, 
was a substitute for the tithes under the law, would seem to 
lead to the inference that there was some resemblance in the 
amount. 

I think, too, there were some peculiar circumstances in the 
position of the clergy in those primitive times, which would 
serve to increase their expenditure. So many difficulties and 
unforeseen contingencies were then arising in the Church from 
the novelty of its action, that a good deal of conference and 
intercourse between distant branches of it, was necessary in 
order to meet them, and establish uniformity in its proceed- 
ings, or even to provide for its wants. This had to be effected 
very generally by personal interviews ; and accordingly long 
and expensive journeys had perpetually to be taken by parties 
intrusted with the management of ecclesiastical affairs. Thus 
it is probable that Clemens had been appealed to by deputa- 
tion from the Church of Corinth to advise respecting the 
schisms in that Church.* It is certain that when after an 
interval he returned it his answer, it was done not merely 
by letter, but also by three messengers who bore that letter, 
and whom he desires the Corinthians to send back with all 
the speed they could, in order that he might the sooner learn 
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from them the condition of the Corinthian Church.’ From a 
fragment of a work written by Serapion, a Bishop of Antioch 
of the second century (the same to whom I have before had 
occasion to refer), and preserved by Eusebius* on the Gospel 
of Peter, we find that Serapion had visited in person the 
Church of Rhossus in Cilicia, and that having then dropped 
a hasty opinion respecting this Gospel, which he afterwards 
discovered needed correction, and which had been acted upon 
by some heretically-disposed persons in the Church to the 
damage of religion, he meant to visit the Church again to 
redress the mistake. JI am mentioning these incidents as 
showing the locomotion to which the duties of these primi- 
tive Bishops gave occasion. From another imperfect document 
by the same author, we conjecture that Sotas, a Bishop of 
Thrace, had travelled to Phrygia to satisfy himself with respect 
to the pretensions of the Montanists on the spot where their 
chief strength lay.’ Again, a manuscript had been circulated 
by a heretic as containing a disputation which he had held 
with Origen, greatly misrepresenting his sentiments; and 
accordingly Origen tells us that the brethren in Palestine 
despatched a messenger to Athens, where he was staying, 
to procure from him a correct copy of the dialogue.* Irenseus 
was charged with a mission to Eleutherus, Bishop of Rome, 
from the suffering Church of Lyons, probably in reference to 
this same heresy of Montanus, which at that time was con- 
vulsing Christendom.’ Ignatius entreats Polycarp to call 
together a Council at Smyrna on the subject of the Church 
of Antioch: and this Council was to be assembled by mes- 
sengers despatched by Polycarp to the neighbouring Churches; 
who in their turn were to depute representatives in person 
(wefous) to Antioch, when they were able; or otherwise to 
send letters °—perhaps the distinction made with reference to 
economy. These congresses of clergy not amounting to 
General Councils appear to have been of frequent occurrence. 
The light in which Irenzeus represents the interview of St. 
Paul with the elders of the Church at Miletus is no doubt 
characteristic of such assemblies in his own day. “And from 
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Miletus he sent to Ephesus, and called the elders of the 
Church,” ὁ is the account of it in the Acts: but Irenzeus 
construes this to mean that the “ Bishops and Presbyters who 
were of Ephesus and all the neighbouring cities were called. 
together at Miletus.”* We have an intimation of a synod of 
clergy at Ceesarea in the second century, met to take measures 
with respect to the Easter controversy; and a fragment of 
the circular letter they concocted.? We have a portion of 
another similar epistle of about the same date, on the same 
subject, addressed to Victor, Bishop of Rome, by a synod of 
Bishops assembled at Ephesus, they having been called to- 
gether by Polycrates, a Bishop of that place.* Tertullian, in 
a, passage I have already cited, speaks of Councils of all the 
Churches held at stated places throughout Greece, which 
represented the whole Christian community in those parts, 
and where great questions were settled*; and in another of 
his treatises® he intimates that the Canon of Scripture was 
one, and πὸ doubt a most important subject of discussion at 
those Councils. I could bring numberless passages. from 
Cyprian (from whose writings we derive a fuller insight into 
the organization of the Church than from those of any other 
of the Ante-Nicene Fathers), to show the personal intercourse 
' which subsisted both between scattered members of the same 
Church, and between distant Churches; the care with which 
the accredited parties were convened to confer on critical 
ecclesiastical questions, such 6. g. as the readmission of the 
lapsed to communion’ ; or the zeal with which messengers 
were sent even to very remote quarters for intelligence, to 
witness, for instance, the consecration of a Bishop,’ that 
there might be no loophole left to schismatics for denying its 
validity’; but I shall forbear, feeling that I have already said 
enough to establish my point, which was to show, that the 
locomotion which was called for in the early Church was such 
as to entail on it a peculiar expenditure ; for whether all these 
journeys were to be borne by the private finances of the parties, 
or by the Church’s exchequer, the conclusion is equally valid, 
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that there must have been many opulent persons in the Church 
to furnish the means. 

But it was not a numerous clergy only that had to be 
maintained, or peculiar duties which then devolved upon them 
to discharge, which drew upon this fund. It was applied to 
many other purposes—to the relief of the orphans, the widows, 
the sick, the indigent, the prisoners, the strangers, who hap- ἡ 
. pened to be sojourning within its reach; and in short, as 
Justin Martyr tells us, to all who were in want,'—Tertullian 
adds, to burying as well as feeding the poor; and enumerates 
among the objects to whom it extended its aid, aged servants, 
shipwrecked persons, those condemned to the mines or to exile 
for the sake of religion.* And if the details of this expendi- 
ture were followed up, they would still serve to aggravate our 
notions of its amount. Thus we learn from one of the Con- 
stitutions,® that it entered into the Church’s notion of the care 
of an orphan, that he should be taught a trade, and be enabled 
to buy tools and discharge himself from being longer burden- 
some to the Church: and from a passage in Cyprian, that the 
Church comprehended within its idea of ‘indigent,’ persons 
whom it was desirable to release from an unlawful calling, 
and for whom it was necessary to make a provision under 
prudent restrictions, to which I may hereafter have occasion 
to advert, as players for example*; and from another passage 
in the same author, we have a glimpse afforded us of the drain 
upon the purse of the Church, which the redemption of Chris- 
tians from captivity amongst barbarian nations proved; for 
we find on one single occasion of this kind there recorded, no 
less a sum than 800]. (sestertia centum millia nummorum)’ 
sent by the Church of Carthage to the Bishops of Numidia 
to be applied to this charitable purpose.° And _ besides all 
these demands upon the Church’s chest, there was another 
which must have eventually become a very heavy tax on 
individuals ; for as the act it involved was not sanctioned by 
the Church, it would not of course provide for it out of its 
exchequer ; that of buying off the victims of persecution from 
the fate that awaited them—a provision, which probably in 
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part defeated its own end, the prospect of a bribe often no 
doubt stimulating the .persecution. Symptoms of this abuse 
had shown themselves even during the lives of the Apostles ; 
Felix “hoped that money should have been given him of 
Paul, that he might loose him ; wherefore he sent for him 
the oftener.”! Tertullian, indeed, in a treatise, to which I 
have already had occasion to refer, gives the Roman govern- 
ment credit for never having extorted, officially at least, a . 
fund from the Christians by allowing them to redeem their 
lives at a fixed sum, various as its modes were of raising a 
revenue, and profitable as such an mpost might be made 
owing to the vast numbers of Christians?; and he ascribes 
it to the over-ruling Providence of God, in whose hand is 
the heart of the Prince, that it had so come to pass. But 
the time afterwards arrived, as we learn from Cyprian, when, 
whether overtly or clandestinely, Jarge sums were received 
by the Roman magistrates on this account, the Libellatici, or 
persons who had purchased certificates of exemption from 
suffering, proving to be a considerable class in the Church, 
Bishops even amongst the number ; and the proper manner 
of dealing with them becoming one of the most serious diffi- 
culties of the early Church *—a difficulty, which evidently 
perplexes Cyprian, who, though in one of his earlier letters 
treating it with a certain degree of indulgence or at least 
forbearance,* is induced at length (the abuse probably becom- 
ing flagrant, and the persons, who took advantage of it, 
numerous), to denounce the practice with great warmth, ac- 
counting it equivalent to apostacy.© My object in referring 
to it is distinct from any consideration of its lawfulness or the 
contrary ; and is simply to prove, that the early Christians 
had pecuniary resources to a greater amount than is some- 
times supposed. 
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LECTURE III. 


Tho insinuation of Gibbon, that the Church was recruited, 1°. By abandoned 
characters, suggested by Celsus, inconsistent with the primitive discipline, the 
probation before Baptism, the responsibility attaching to the sponsors, the ap- 
peal of the Apologists to the pure morality of the Christians, their charges of 
laxity against the heretics and the philosophers, the treatment of the lapsed, 
the frequency of excommunication : 2°. By mercenary persons, repudiated by 

' Origen, inconsistent with the precautions used against mercenary motives and 
the maladministration of the Church fund, and with a passage in the Consti- 
tutions: 85. By foundlings, incapable of being substantiated by any positive 
evidence. Probability that it might happen occasionally. Negative proof that 
it did not happen systematically. How the Church fund was really expended. 


I CONTINUE ny investigation of the character of the early 

Christians, as discoverable in the writings of the early 
Fathers—a topic bearing upon the Evidences in various ways, 
and at the same time tributary to the history of the Primi- 
tive Church. I have shown that their numbers were much 
more considerable, and their condition much less exclusively 
mean and low, than the enemies of Christianity have repre- 
sented them to be. But there are some other arguments to 
their disparagement which I have not yet noticed, that touch 
upon these two features of the Primitive Church, though in a 
manner still further to misrepresent it. It is said, that you 
may account for such numbers of Christians as there were, 1st, 
by the free invitations that were given to the most abandoned 
᾿ characters to join their ranks; and 2nd, by the bribes that 
were held out to all. I will take these two objections in 
their order; and I am the more disposed to examine them, 
as in so doing, I shall incidentally have to lay before you 
much of the discipline of the early Church. 

You will remember, no doubt, a remarkable passage in the 
History of the Decline and Fall, in which the first of these 
insinuations is thus insidiously conveyed. “It is ἃ very an- 
cient reproach, suggested by the ignorance or the malice of 
infidelity, that the Christians allured into their party the 
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most atrocious criminals, who, as soon as they were touched 
by a sense of remorse, were easily persuaded to wash away, 
in the water of Baptism, the guilt of their past conduct, for 
which the temples of the gods refused to grant them any ex- 
piation. But this reproach, when it is cleared from misrepre- 
sentation, contributes as much to the honour, as it did to the 
increase of the Church.”? This accusation, that the Christians 
in the first instance swelled their ranks by very readily ad- 
mitting into them the outcasts of society, who on a slight per- 
suasion were prepared to express a touch of remorse, and be 
baptized, appears to have been suggested to this author by a 
hint from Celsus, which transpires in Origen’s treatise against 
that unbeliever,? and to have been improved by Gibbon. 
There is, indeed, a history told of St. John, by Clemens in his 
“Quis dives salvetur,”’* which tradition, he says, had pre-' 
served ; that St. John, after his return from, Patmos visited 
the Churches in the neighbourhood of Ephesus—that on that 
occasion he consigned to the care of the Bishop of one of 
those Churches (Smyrna, it is supposed) a youth, whom he 
had met with, of some promise—that the Bishop undertook 
.the charge—received him into his house—nurtured, trained, 
and finally baptized him—that after this, the Bishop having ἢ 
lost sight of him, the youth got into bad company, and be- 
came eventually a captain of banditti—that after a season St. 
John returned to those parts—inquired after the young man 
‘—-heard his history—reproached the Bishop with neglect— 
and went in pursuit of him——that the youth on recognising 
him at first fled from him, but persuaded to stay and implored 
to turn again to Christ, he at length consented with bitter 
tears, baptized by them, as it were, a second time—that ac- 
cordingly the Apostle, after praying, and after frequent fast- 
ings with the penitent, restored him to the Church before he 
went away; and left him a signal example of genuine re- 
pentance. But this case does not support Gibbon’s reproach, 
if, indeed, it occurred to him; for the party was not received 
into the Church at first till after due examination and in- 
struction, and was at that time of irreproachable character ; 
nor is he reported to have been reconciled with the Church, 
even by an Apostle, till after deep and protracted humiliation. 


‘ Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 316. δ Clem. Alex. Quis dives salvetur, § 
3 Origen, Contra Celsum, LIT. § 59. | xlii. pp. 959, 960. 
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The truth is; the whole stream of primitive testimony runs 
counter to this hypothesis of the sceptic. Jf the Church was 
so anxious to multiply her members at any rate; and pro- | 
vided she had recruits cared not to what class they belonged, 
how came she to insist on so much probation, as she did, be- 
fore she admitted them? The barriers she set up were many; 
and were evidently constructed for the express purpose of keep- 
ing improper persons out. Candidates for Baptism were most 
carefully prepared. There seems to have been an interval 
even before they were allowed to become catechumens: an in- 
terval, during which they were called “auditores,” hearers,' 
or “novitioli,’ novices*; and a Lector or Reader was ap- 
pointed to teach them.’ After this, they were pronounced 
catechumens; but before admission even into this humble 
class they had to make a profession similar to that now made 
at Baptism,* a profession in which they declared a belief in 
the words of the Christian law, and in which they renounced 
the devil and his pomp and his angels (the very phraseology, 
you see, still in use’). Then, whilst they were in the condi- 
tion of catechumens, oral and other elementary instruction 
was regularly imparted to them, as the very name implies ; 
and allusions to the practice abound in the Fathers; indeed, 
this quiet, but laborious process it was, that no doubt under 
God laid the foundations of the Church ; and is one which 
can never safely be dispensed with in any age of it—yana 
μὲν ἡ κατήχησι», οἱονεὶ πρωτὴ ψυχῆ τροφὴ νοηθήσεται 
“milk must be understood to be catechizing, the soul's first 
food, as it were,” is the language of Clemens Alexandrinus. 
The period during which the catechumen continued in that 
state, was in the time of the Constitutions three years’; and 
it is not improbable that the interval during which the cate- 
chumen was undergoing preparation for Baptism is implied in 
the expression in the Epistle to the Hebrews,’ μὴ πάλεν 
θεμέλιον καταβαλλόμενοι... .βαπτισμῶν διδαχῆς---ποῦ as 
our translation has it, “laying again the foundation . . . of 
the doctrine of Baptisms,” but of the “teaching of Baptisms ;”’ 
the previous instruction, which might well be called “the 


' Tertullian, De Penitentid, c. vi. 6 Clem. Alex. Stromat. V. § x. p. 685. 
2 Ibid. 3 Cyprian, Ep. xxiv. ™ Τρία ἔτη xartynxeicbo.—Constit. 
1 Tertullian, De Corona, 6. iii. VIIL. ὁ. xxxii. 

δ De Spectaculis, 6. iv. 8 Heb. vi. 1, 2. 
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principles of the doctrine of Christ,’”’* or “the foundation.”? 
Then after being thus maturely prepared for Baptism, he was 
called upon to make the same profession of faith and duty as 
before, a second time, previous to the administration of the 
Sacrament itself." What could be more remote from a pre- 
cipitate canvassing for recruits of any description, however 
abandoned, than all this? Neither were these all the pre- 
cautions observed. Sponsors were required, who should look 
to the parties fulfilling their promises ; and should vouch for 
their character and circumstances. Tertullian evidently con- 
siders the office as one of great charge: so much so, that on 
one occasion, he urges some delay in the administration of the 
rite of Baptism to children, on the ground that sponsors ought 
not to be loaded with needless responsibility ; seeing that 
having so long time to continue in the office (supposing the 
party baptized to be an infant), they might die before they 
could fulfil the duties they had undertaken ; or might be de- 
ceived in the disposition of the child‘ And the Apostolical 
Constitutions regard these sponsors as provided in a great 
measure to afford guarantees for the character of the catechu- 
men.’ “Let those who first come to the holy mystery be led 
by the Deacons to the Bishop or to the Presbyters; and let 
them examine into the reasons wherefore they are come to 
the Word of the Lord. And let those who bring them bear 
witness unto them, knowing accurately what concerns them. 
And let their manners and life be examined into, and whether 
they be slaves or freemen.” Whence could all this precaution 
have originated, but from a very anxious wish on the part of 
the authorities of the Church to keep it pure, rather than to 
keep it full? And how well these prudential measures an- 
swered is testified by the fact.of which the Apologists re- 
peatedly boast, and challenge their adversaries to dispute it, 
that Christians were never found in the calendar of criminals. 
But is it credible that such a character could have been main- 
tained by them as a body, had they consisted in any consider- 


1 Heb. vi. 1. etiam periculo ingeri? quia et ipsi per 
*Ibid. See Bp. Pearson's Minor| mortalitatem destituere promissiones 
Theological Works, vol. ii. p. 45. Concio. | suas possunt, et proventa male indolis 
IV. falli—De Baptismo, 6. xviii. 
8 Tertullian, De Spectaculis, c. xiii.|/ δ Constitut. VIII. c. xxxii. 
and De Corona, ¢. iii. 6 Tertullian, Apol. o. xliv.; Minucius 
4 Quid enim necesse est, sponsores | Felix, Octav. c. xxxv. 
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able proportion of such converts as is here alleged? Would 
there not of necessity have been many backsliders in such a 
community? And, indeed, Origen flatly denies the fact, af- 
firming expressly, that it was not true that the majority of 
Christian converts consisted of reformed rakes; but on the 
contrary, that those whose consciences were clearest were best 
disposed to accept a Gospel, which held out such rewards for 
the good.’ Besides, so far from exhibiting a desire to catch 
recruits by any unworthy concessions, the early Christians be- 
tray the very contrary tendency. Irenzeus makes it a matter . 
of charge against the Valentinians, that they grafted their 
religion on heathenism, in order to win proselytes.* Would 
he have ventured on this reproach, had the Church itself beat 
up for converts, by offering Baptism upon easy terms to every 
outcast ? Tertullian is singularly animated against the here- 
tics for the latitudinarian and popular arts they exercised in 
order to swell their congregations. “Nowhere is promotion 
more easy than in the camp of the rebels; for to be found 
there is enough to secure advancement ;”’* with much more to 
the same effect. He would scarcely have spoken thus, had he 
felt that the heretics could recriminate. Indeed, Origen him- 
self, in animadverting upon this and similar charges advanced 
by Celsus, appeals, as I have been doing, to the cautious dis- 
crimination used by the Christians in their admission of can- 
didates to their assemblies, the classes into which they divided 
them, and the exceptions they made to them: their practice 
in this respect, says he, contrasting remarkably with that of 
the Grecian philosophers, who were only too ready to welcome 
to their benches all who would present themselves.* 

Again, the rigour with which the early Church treated the 
lapse of those she had succeeded in securing to herself as 
members ; the severity with which she excluded them from 
her body after delinquency, argues that she was not intent 
upon improving her nominal muster-rolls, but upon having all 
who belonged to her faithful and true. How easily does she 
allow the communion with her, which Baptism established, to 
be forfeited ; and the relation accordingly to cease—public 


1 Origen, Contra Celsum, IIT. § 65. 3 Tertull., De Prescrint. Hroret. ὁ. xli. 
3 Ireneeus, LI. ὁ. xiv. § 8. 4 Origen, Contra Celsum, IIL. αὶ 51. 
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absolution of the Church to be conceded but once,’ if, indeed 
once, after deadly and wilful sin?—-no encouragement offered 
to accept it, till after severe mortification undergone. Cyprian 
is most resolute upon this point: keenly reproves certain 
Presbyters, who, from a desire to be popular, had received 
again the Lapsed, prematurely as he thought.° They were 
unmindful, says he, of the Gospel, who so acted.* He re- 
proaches the heretics with this facility of restoring to their 
favour parties who had disgraced themselves.© He would 
have obstacles thrown in the way of their reception as peni- 
tents. They must wait till the Bishop, Clergy and people 
had been convened.° He would relax so far as that they 
should not be suffered to die without the Pax of the Church 
being conceded to them.’ And in one place he speaks inci- 
dentally of this probation having lasted three years®; as 
Origen does of its extending to a longer period than that 
assigned to the first process of conversion to Christianity.’ 
Even then, and when all this preliminary ordeal had been 
gone through, the confession exacted was a public and most 
humiliating act °; the penitent placed in the vestibule of the 
Church, previous to readmission, a spectacle to others"; 
clothed in sackcloth ”;. at length introduced within the walls ; 
prostrated before the congregation ; and the Priest charged to 
deliver over him an admonitory lecture for the edification of 
all present ; ἃ moral dissection of a living subject *; and after 
all, the party never again to be admitted to any office or dig- 
nity in the Church.’* All this wae a discipline ‘calculated to 
deter many from seeking restoration; and, as we know in 
fact, did deter many: and the whole, I repeat, is utterly in- 
consistent with a disposition to receive into the Church with 
open arms persons of previous vicious lives, simply with a 
view to numerical display. 

Then the many offences against which excommunication 
was levelled by the laws and regulations of the Church tend to 


1 Tertullian, De PonitentiA, c.ix.and; Ep. liii. 5.1. 
6. vii.; Hermas, II. Mandat. iv.; Clem.| 9. Origen, Contra Celsum, ITI. § δ]. 
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prove the same point, and to show that the Church never 
thought of governing herself by calculations of how this or 
that would tell upon her numerical strength. It was not for 
direct immorality merely that this judgment of the Church 
was pronounced, though for that it was pronounced'; but 
for other matters also; as under some circumstances for 
marrying a Gentile*; for making idols’; for selling incense 
for the temples‘; perhaps for teaching the art of fencing.° 
It is obvious that all this arrangement is that of a 
Church which was not engaged in counting its rank 
and file, but in securing good soldiers and servants of 
Jesus Christ, at whatever apparent cost. Nay, it should 
seem that the penalty of excommunication had been inflicted 
too freely in the early Church, and withdrawn too grudgingly ; 
insomuch that one of the Constitutions δ is expressly framed 
for the purpose of mitigating an evil which was -proving 
itself of such magnitude as to call for interference. That 
Constitution begins with recommending the Bishop to be 
gentle, “ not to be overhasty to thrust out and eject . . . not 
to be content with the testimony of less than three wit- 
nesses against the accused; and to examine the character 
and motives of those witnesses: for there are many,” it adds, 
“who hate the brethren, and make it their business to scatter 
the flock of Christ; to receive the evidence of such men 
without sifting it, would be to break up the fold, to deliver it 
over as a prey to wolves, 2.¢. to evil spirits and to evil men, 
to Gentiles, Jews, and godless heretics ; for ravening wolves 
instantly assail one who is cast out of the Church, counting 
his destruction their gain . . . and he who through a want 
of discrimination has been unjustly excommunicated, through 
despondency and dejection will either stray away to the - 
heathen, or will get entangled in heresy, and become alienated 
altogether from the Church and from hope in God; fast 
bound in ungodliness ; and thou all the while” (the Constitu- 
tion is addressed to the Bishop), “the author of his ruin: for 
it is not right to be overready to cast a sinner out, and to be 
slow to receive him again on his repentance ; to be prompt 
to cut off, but reluctant to heal... . Be assured, that he 


tiones, I. § 5. 4 § xi. δ Ibid 
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who casts out a brother wrongfully, or who does not admit 
him again on his turning back, is the murderer of his brother, 
and sheds his blood, as Cain did Abel’s, and it will cry out 
against him to God . . . And so is it with him who is un- 
justly excommunicated by the Bishop”. . . with more to the 
same effect. From all which it should appear, that so far 
from the Primitive Church augmenting her forces by an array 
of atrocious criminals, persuaded to express penitence and 
receive Baptism, she was rather falling into the opposite 
extreme, of sometimes expelling, upon doubtful testimony, 
members that were really blameless. 

To advert to the second insinuation respecting the expe- 
dients resorted to by the Christians to attach to themselves 
converts—the bribes they dispensed in the shape of alms. In 
speaking of the distribution of the revenues of the early 
Church Gibbon, you will recollect, remarks, “such an institu- 
tion, which paid lees regard to the merit than to the distress 
of the object, very materially conduced to the progress of 
Christianity. The Pagans, who were actuated by a sense of — 
humanity, while they derided the doctrines, acknowledged the 
benevolence of the new sect. The prospect of immediate 
relief and of future protection allwred into tts hospitable 
bosom many of those unhappy persons whom the neglect of 
the world would have abandoned to the miseries of want, of 
sickness, and of old age.”' Before I offer you any other 
remarks on this question, I must observe that Origen in his 
work against Celsus repudiates this insinuation in a manner 
which must satisfy us he had no fear of it. “No man can 
say that the early teachers of Christianity undertook their 
task for the sake of lucre. For sometimes they would not 
accept so much as their food; and if they were occasionally 
compelled to do so through want, they were content with 
mere necessaries, although there were many who would have 
been willing to furnish them with more.”? No doubt the 
Fund of the Church, devoted as it was in great measure to 
relieving the indigence of members of the Church, might offer 
a temptation to the poor to avail themselves of it if they 
could. It would be idle to deny it. And though the objec- 

1 Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 847, aoe of Origen’s for purposes of his 
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tion comes with an ill grace from those who would represent 
the Christian congregations as composed pretty exclusively of 
the lowest of the people, who could not therefore be supposed 
to possess an exchequer that would furnish much means of 
corruption ; still if the early Christians were not so entirely 
of that class (which I have shown was the case), they might 
possibly have a public purse which would prove a decoy to 
some. But those who managed the affairs of the early 
Christians were perfectly aware of this danger; were quite 
alive to the necessity of guarding the Church from an influx 
of mercenary converts. Thus Clemens Alexandrinus,) after 
having cautioned the teacher against acting on his part for 
the sake of lucre, or from any lower motive than a desire for 
the salvation of his hearers, goes on to say of the taught, 
“On the other hand, they who participate in the Divine 
Word must look to it, that they do not search it for curiosity’s 
sake merely ; approaching their subject as they might ap- 
proach the edifices of a city; nor yet for the sake of getting 
a share im this world’s goods ; and under the knowledge that 
those who are consecrated to Christ, are ready to commumt- 
cate to others the necessaries of life. But,” adds Clemens, 
“such persons are hypocrites, and so let us pass them by ”’— 
a paragraph, which shows that the Christians of those days 
were on the alert against the abuse, and prepared to investi- 
gate the real object the novice had in view in professing him- 
self a Christian. And the same fact we gather from a passage 
in Cyprian. It appears that one Fortunatianus, once a Bishop 
of Assurs, but who had fallen away, having yielded to the 
temptation of sacrificing to the idol and so saving his life, 
after the danger was past, claimed to be admitted again to 
his Bishopric. Cyprian addresses a letter on this occasion to 
Epictetus apparently the successor of Fortunatianus, and to 
the people of Assure, in the course of which he remarks, 
“What wonder is it that those make light of our admoni- 
tions” (which seems to have been the case with Fortuna- 
tianus) “who have denied the Lord? They are bent” (the 
letter continues) “on lucre, and even at this moment are 
given to debauch, thus making it manifest that even formerly 
it was not religion they were looking to, but theur belly and 
their gain. Therefore, God has applied to them this touch- 
1 Stromat. I. § i. p. 319. 
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stone, in order that they may no longer serve at the altar 
which they disgraced. We must watch, therefore, with all 
diligence, that these men act no more as Priests, who have 
fallen to a depth even beyond the lapsed laity themselves.” 
Here, again, you see the jealousy with which the Church 
guarded its own revenues. An unworthy person might, no 
doubt, introduce himself into it, nay even into the ministry of 
it, for the sake of a maintenance. St. Paul had himself fore- 
seen the danger, when he required that the Bishop should 
“not be greedy of filthy lucre ;”’ but then you observe, by 
the instance before you, what a scandal it was considered ; 
how sure of a repulse the party would have been at the first, 
could the thoughts of his heart have been discovered ; and 
how effectual an obstacle to his re-admission it was considered 
to be, in case he forfeited his position in the Church, as such 
a person would be very likely to do. In short, you perceive, 
that the authorities of the Church were as well aware of the 
snare, aS we are ourselves ; and as much bent upon protecting 
the Church from suffering by it, as we could ourselves be. 
And, therefore, we may safely conclude that no such result 
did practically ensue from the action of this fund, as Mr. Gib- 
bon would persuade us, did. It might scarcely seem needful 
to say more in vindication of the Primitive Church from the 
suspicion of drawing her members by the tooth. But there is 
a case recorded by the same Cyprian, which very distinctly 
proves how considerately the Church was wont to proceed in 
the administration of this fund ; how solicitous she was to 
protect herself from being imposed upon by pretenders to — 
religion, whilst they were in reality seeking after the loaves 
and fishes. I had occasion to refer to this case before for 
another purpose. It had been submitted to Cyprian as a 
matter for his judgment, whether a player who still exercised 
his calling and taught it others, should be allowed to commu- 
nicate with the Christian congregation to which he belonged. 
Cyprian decides against it, but adds, “if, however, he alleges 
that poverty drives him to this, his necessities. may be 
relieved amongst those of others who are supported by the 
alms of the Church, only he must be content with frugal, 
howbeit with innocent victuals, (frugalioribus sed innocentibus 
cibis.) Nor must he imagine that he is to be bought off from 
' Cyprian, Ep. lxiv. § 3. 
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his sins by a salary, (nec putet salario se esse redimendum ut 
a peccatis cessat,) when the gain is to be his, not ours. With- 
draw him however, if possible, from this wicked course to 
better things; and let him be content with poor but honest 
provision, which the Church will offer him, (ut sit contentus 
ecclesize sumptibus, parcioribus quidem sed salutaribus.) Or 
if the Church with you” (he says to his correspondent) 
“has not the means, he may transfer himself to us, and 
receive with us such food and clothing as is necessary, and 
learn what is edifying in the Church, instead of teaching 
others what is deadly out of it.”' Again, on another occa- 
sion, Cyprian writes to the Presbyters and Deacons in his 
absence to have a care of the poor. But what poor? “Such 
as have stood fast in the faith.’ And with what particular 
object? ‘ That means may not be lacking unto them; and 
so necessity subdue those whom persecution has not shaken ”’* 
—the parties, you observe, to be kept just above want, lest 
that temptation should drive them astray. It should seem 
too, as we learn from the same author, that some little addi- 
, tion was occasionally made from this fund to eke out the 
scanty wages of one, who, whilst he exercised some subordi- 
nate office in the Church, still continued to follow a trade.° 
But surely no reasonable fault can be found with the admin- 
istration of a fund conducted upon such principles as are here 
discovered ; nor can any suspicion attach to it of being made 
an instrument for purchasing proselytes. But here again 
there is a Constitution to our purpose; for these Constitu- 
tions in many cases are very valuable as pointing out the 
issues of precepts and practices, of which we see the be- 
ginnings in passages of the Primitive Fathers; or at least 
they often exhibit the ends toward which they are practically 
tending. Thus the seventh chapter of the tHird book of the 
Apostolical Constitutions is on the subject of the widows of 
the Church; some of whom it censures, because instead of 
staying at home and conversing with God, they were running 
about in search after gain ; and they had begged so shame- 
lessly and been so successful in their mendicancy, “that they 
had caused people in general to be more slow to contribute to 
the ecclesiastical fund.* For they ought to be satisfied,” 

' Cyprian, Ep. 1xi. 8 Ep. xxxviii. § 1. 
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the Constitution continues, “by reason of the moderation of 
their wishes with the ecclesiastical allowance ; whereas, they 
were gadding about, making for themselves a handsome purse,’ 
lending money at high interest, and thinking of nothing but 
Mammon.” Here, therefore, it once more appears, that the 
dole of the Church was ἃ bare maintenance and nothing more: 
nay, so small that those who were known to receive it, were | 
still regarded by many as objects of charity ; for otherwise, 
they could not have begged with the advantage they are 
here represented to do; people would have at once closed 
their doors against widows already well provided for. More- 
over, the Constitution shows that the managers of the ecclesi- 
astical fund were acting under a strong politico-economical 
check, even if no higher motive had influenced them ; seeing 
that any abuses in the administration were sure to recoil 
upon the treasury, and reduce its amount; just as the notion 
which some time ago had obtained in this country, that 
Briefs were farmed and otherwise mismanaged, eventually 
almost dried up the supply, and naturally, though unhappily, 
perhaps, as events have since turned out, paved the way for 
their abolition. 

There is yet another surmise of Gibbon’s with respect to 
the materials of which the early Church was composed, akin 
to these last we have been considering, and meant, like them, 
to depreciate its character: and as the consideration of the 
fiscal question enters into this also, it may be convenient to 
mention, and reply to it here—the Fathers, you will observe, 
still furnishing us with the means of doing so: for I am 
engaged in representing to you the use of the Fathers, and at 
present, as it exhibits itself in the service they do on the 
Evidences, enabling us to supply arguments for the truth of 
Christianity, or to meet objections against it. “There is some 
reason likewise to believe,” continues Gibbon, “that great 
numbers of infants, who, according to the inhuman practice of 
the times, had been exposed by their parents, were frequently 
rescued from death, baptized, educated, and maintained by 
the piety of the Christians, and at the expense of the public 
treasure” '—as though the Christian body, already described 
as replenished by atrocious criminals, who found more ready 
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‘Lect. III.) UNSUPPORTED BY FACTS. 269 


admission to the Church, than to the heathen temple itself, 
and by needy persons disposed to swallow the bribe which the, 
Church’s exchequer furnished, found another supply in a 
quarter no less humiliating to contemplate, in the infants that 
had been abandoned, and whom the Christians adopted, and 
quartered upon the ecclesiastical exchequer. Gibbon’s autho- 
rity for this is analogy—similar conduct of modern mis- 
sionaries may be observed under the same circumstances— 
and he names those of China.’ It is dangerous to charge 
one’s memory with the contents of many volumes, and some 
of them ample ones, but I do not remember the slightest 
ground for this suggestion of Gibbon’s in any Ante-Nicene 
Father whatever ; nor do I believe, that any hint to that 
effect can be met with in any one of them. Whereas, I can 
bring several passages from them which would seem to be 
inconsistent with such a fact; I mean inconsistent with the 
fact that the Church was sensibly recruited from this source: 
for it is likely enough that a foundling or two might be 
reared by humane Christians under particular circumstances ; 
as they occasionally were, even by humane heathens. Of 
course, in what I am about to say, I am not careful to clear 
the Christians from the charge of rescuing exposed infants 
from death, baptizing and rearing them, as though the thing 
was a reproach, whereas it would really have been an act of 
signal charity ; but I am simply speaking to the fact, and 
replying to Gibbon, who would have his readers believe that 
Christianity, instead of making progress on adult minds by 
the force of evidence and reason, did in truth advance by 
catching its converts, and those, too, outcasts in their tenderest 
years, feeding and appropriating them, and so breeding them 
into Christians when they had no will or judgment of their 
own. Now I find Justin Martyr, when engaged in defending 
the Christians from the calumnies vulgarly circulated against 
them—one of which was, that in their secret assemblies they 
devoured the flesh of infants—I find him, I say, contending 
that so far were Christians from doing any such deed, that 
they taught the great sin of exposing children ; and I further 
find him alleging, in aggravation of this sin, that the fate of 
these children commonly was, not to be rescued by Christians, 
but to be picked up by their fellow-heathens and reared for 
1 Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 347, note 144. 
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prostitution.’ Is it credible that, had the Christians been in 

the habit of saving them from death for the purpose of raising 
up seed for the Church, he would have made no mention of 

the practice on an occasion which so strongly invited him to © 
advert to it? a practice which would have placed the Christians 
in such an advantageous contrast with the heathens; the 
ordinary humanity of the Christian actually protecting the 
child from the unnatural barbarity of the heathen parent in 
abandoning it, or the baser cruelty of the heathen pander in 
preserving it. Again, I find Tatian assigning as a reason for 
quitting the heathens and uniting himself with the Christians, 
the superior morality of the latter; and in enumerating the 
vices of the former, which had inspired him with disgust, I 
hear him speaking of the exposure of their children and of the 
fate which usually awaited them, and which he represents to 
be the same as Justin does.? But neither does he drop the 
least allusion to any interference of the Church for the pre- 
servation of these infants; though, I repeat, his argument 
‘would naturally have led him to speak of it, had any such 
practice prevailed. It would have been making out a very | 
strong case if he could have said, that whilst heathen parents 
left them to perish, or heathen panders saved them for the 
brothel, the Christians interposed to repair the mischief, and 
cherished them for the fold of Christ. There were many 
reasons why the Fathers should have claimed the merit for 
the Christians had it belonged to them, especially when 
writing Apologies for them ; and none, why they should have 
suppressed it. Tertullian also reproaches the heathen with 
the crime of exposing their children, and dwells on the 
incestuous consequences which often resulted when they 
chanced to be picked up and reared through the compassion 
of some passing stranger,’ contrasting such defilement with 
the purity which characterised the Christians; but he does 
not hint that the compassionate stranger was usually a 
Christian, or that in these children there was provided a 
nursery for the Church. Yet, had such been the case, it 
would have been precisely according to the style of Tertullian 
to make the very utmost of such an antithesis ; the unnatural 
barbarity on the one side, the gratuitous humanity on the 
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other. It would have been a subject which Tertullian above 
all the Fathers would have delighted to enlarge upon, and 
would have lavished upon it with a relish his most impas- 
sioned rhetoric. Yet he is silent. I could produce other 
testimony to the same effect,'—negative testimony, it is true, 
but the case does not very well admit of any other. You 
cannot expect the Fathers to make positive affirmation that 
the Church did not recruit its numbers from this source, if the 
practice never existed in their day; and they could not, of 
course, divine that it would be ever imputed to the Church. 
Nor is this all. There is an incident recorded by Cyprian 
which has been often quoted for other purposes, but which 
bears also on the question before us—the case of a little child, 
whose parents had fled in haste, (apparently from persecution, 
being Christians,) and left it in the hands of a nurse. The 
nurse took the deserted infant to the magistrates, (relictam 
nutrix detulit ad magistratus,) who administered to it bread 
steeped in wine, the remains of an idol offering. The tale 
goes on to tell of the mother of the child at length returning, 
resuming the care of her child, and carrying it with her to 
the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, when, on the cup being 
given the child, it rejected it, the Eucharist not being found 
to remain in a body which had been defiled by having par- 
taken of an idolatrous sacrifice? Such is the history. But 
the feature of it to which I advert is this—that the deserted 
infant was not taken to the Church, to be supported out of 
the Church fund, even though it was the child of Christian 
parents, or at least of a mother who was a Christian, but was 
taken to the magistrates. This, I think, is an incident which, 
though not conclusive of the question, rather tends to show 
that the Christians were not disposed to appropriate deserted 
children to themselves, and in default of other converts make 
Christians of them. Then there is a Constitution which 
exhorts one or other of the brethren, who might happen to 
have no child of his own, to adopt an orphan child*; and 
another, which encourages the Bishop to cherish and protect 
such children, and have them taught a trade *—the provision 
in the latter case to be made for them, no doubt, out of the 
_Church’s fund, of which the Bishop was the chief admini- 


' Clem. Alex. Padag. ITI. c. iii. p. 265. | 8. Constitut. IV. ς. i. 
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strator. But these regulations are still unpropitious to Mr. 
Gibbon’s theory, for they serve to prove that the Church had 
enough to do, and apparently much more than enough, in 
taking care of the orphans even of Christian parents, and 
never contemplated laying itself out for systematically gather- 
ing other outcast children about her. Indeed, such a drain 
upon her treasury would soon have become quite exhausting ; 
for had parents, in that state of society, and in that condition 
of public feeling on the subject of the exposure of children, 
once found out that they might cast out their children with 
impunity, seeing that the Christians would not let them die, 
there is no telling the extent. to which the abuse might not 
have proceeded. 

In conclusion, I submit that the Fathers are of use, when 
' they thus put us in possession of an intimate knowledge of 
the condition of the early Church, and thereby furnish us with 
the means of neutralizing the mischievous insinuations of an 
unscrupulous but wary assailant of the truth of that Gospel 
' we desire to live and die by. 
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LECTURE IV. 


The opinion of Sir James Mackintosh on Gibbon’s sixteenth chapter. The 
statements of the latter to be corrected by a review of the early Fathers. Their 
testimony, 1°. To the extent of the persecutions of the Christians. The classi- 
fication into ten great persecutions untenable. Inquiry whether the edicts of 
Nero and Domitian were repealed. Effect of those of Trajan, Hadrian, Anto- 
ninus. Christianity a capital offence from the time of Nero downwards. Mar- 
tyrdom of Ignatius. Remarks of Tertullian on Trajan’s edict. Subsequent 
activity of persecution. That at Lyons and Vienne a sample of others. The 
assertion of Origen respecting the number of martyrs relative, not positive. 
Motives in various quarters for setting persecution on foot. 


I STILL pursue the subject of Evidences, and the manner 
in which the Fathers minister to this argument: and in 
doing so I shall now turn to the question of persecution. 
There is a passage in the life of Sir James Mackintosh— 
himself, you will remember, a man of very liberal views— 
quoted by Mr. Milman in his edition of Gibbon, and which I 
had myself transcribed into my own copy before his edition 
appeared, for I thought it remarkable, coming from the author 
it did, to the following effect. “The sixteenth chapter,” 
(Δ. 6. of the history of the Decline and Fall of the Roman ἡ 
Empire,) “I cannot help considering as a very ingenious and 
specious but very disgraceful extenuation of the cruelties 
perpetrated by the Roman magistrates against the Christians. 
It is written in the most contemptibly factious spirit of pre- 
judice against the sufferers; it is unworthy of a philosopher 
and a man of humanity. Let the narrative of Cyprian’s 
death be examined. He had to relate the murder of an 
innocent man of advanced age, and in a station deemed vene- 
rable by a considerable body of the provincials of Africa, put 
to death because he refused to sacrifice to Jupiter. Instead 
of pointing the indignation of posterity against such an atro- 
cious act of tyranny, he dwells with visible art on the small 
circumstances of decorum and politeness which attended this 
murder, and which he relates with as much parade as if they 
T 
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were the most important particulars of the event. Dr. 
Robertson has been the subject of much blame for his zeal or 
supposed lenity towards the Spanish murderers and tyrants in 
America. That the sixteenth chapter of Mr. Gibbon did not 
excite the same or greater disapprobation is a proof of the 
unphilosophical and, indeed, fanatical animosity against Chris- 
tianity, which was so prevalent during the latter part of the 
seventeenth century.”! 

I think, then, that the testimony of the early Fathers will 
go far to dissipate the impression made by this famous 
chapter of the historian of the Decline and Fall. I say dis- 
sipate the impression, for in dealing with Mr. Gibbon we 
must not reckon upon convicting him of positive falsehood or 
of inaccurate references; but, it may be, of so packing his 
materials as on the whole to leave a fair picture on the mind, 
a picture which can only be qualified by the substitution for 
it of another, drawn from materials as authentic as his own, 
and indeed for the most part from (I do not scruple to say it) 
a larger survey of the very same. For I am of opinion that 
a candid review of the writings of the early Fathers will cor- 
rect many notions we may have derived from Mr. Gibbon, 
both as to the extent, as to the wmtensity, and as to the nature 
of the persecution encountered by the early Christians. 

First, with reference to the extent, it is not very easy to 
determine the specific idea which Mr. Gibbon had upon this 
subject ; but, on the whole, that which he seems desirous to 
leave on the minds of his readers probably is, that though 
partial persecutions of the Christians there were from time to 
time, there was none which deserved the name of a general 
persecution before Diocletian, about the beginning of the 
fourth century. No doubt the notion to which he studiously 
draws attention, that there were ten great persecutions, as set 
forth first by a writer of the fifth century, and afterwards 
followed by others, in correspondence with the ten plagues 
of Egypt, is a fanciful classification of them; too many, as 
Mosheim observes,” if general persecutions are meant; much 
too few, if particular. The truth seems to he, that when- 
ever the first edict for an universal and contemporaneous 
attack upon the Christians throughout the provinces of the 
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Roman Empire might have been promulgated, a system of ~ 
persecution sometimes smothered, sometimes breaking out in 
greater or less severity in various quarters of the world, now 
in one part, now in another, according to the temper of the 
Emperor of the day, or much more frequently according to 
that of the local magistrate, or even of the populace itself, , 
was almost constantly at work or in agitation ; the doctrines 
and the habits of the Christians being such as would readily 
furnish a plea for an assault upon them under the sanction of 
the laws; and even such laws as were meant in some mea- 
sure to protect them, and framed by humane Emperors, so 
loosely worded as to answer this purpose very inadequately. 
Laws were made against them by Nero and Domitian, the 
character of which is bespoken by that of their authors; for 
Tertullian, in his Apology, speaks of previous laws which 
were in part frustrated by Trajan.’ But if such laws there 
were, they must have been made for the Empire, and accord- 
ingly any and every part of it must have been liable to their 
action. And however the persecution under them might have 
been, and probably was, most intense at Rome, a door was 
opened to it everywhere. I do not think that there is any 
evidence that those edicts of Nero and Domitian had been 
abrogated. Mosheim says they had; those of Nero by the 
Senate, those of Domitian by Nerva’®; but he quotes no 
authority. Lardner more cautiously says, I suppose they had 
been abrogated.” On the contrary, in Tertullian’s first book 
“Ad Nationes,” there is a passage, quoted by Bishop Kaye‘ 
—whose views, as far as he discovers them, coincide with my 
own, of which I was not aware when I drew up this Lecture 
—in Tertullian’s first book “Ad Nationes,” there is a pas- 
sage, I say, which expressly affirms, that whilst all the other 
edicts of Nero had been repealed, that sagainst the Christians 
alone remained in force—‘“et tamen permansit, omnibus 
erasis, hoc solum institutum Neronianum.”° Indeed, were it 
otherwise, how could Tertullian use the expression in the 
Apology, “quas Trajanus ex parte frustratus est”? Trajan 


1 Quales ergo leges iste, quas adver- orum, seoc. II. § vill. p. 231. 
sus nos exsequuntur impii.. .? quas > Lardner, Credibility, Pt. II. Hea- 
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could not have winked at the evasion of laws whith had no 
existence. Or how could he complain that when the simple 
statement of the truth met all objections that could be made 
against the Christians, they were then borne down by the 
authority of the laws, and the prejudice that when laws 
had once been established they were not to be altered: this 
last an idea, be it observed, which he is at much pains to 
correct '—a superfluous labour, if these statutes had been 
already abrogated? And how could he speak of the Romans 
spending their fury on the Christians partly in obedience to 
their own inclinations, and partly in obedience to the laws’? 
Neither is it a safe inference from Pliny’s letter to Trajan 
that there could be no edicts in force against the Christians 
when Pliny came into his province, because if there had been, 
he would have known what to do without writing to Trajan 
for advice, though this inference is drawn both by Mosheim,* 
Lardner,* and Gibbon.’ On the contrary, I should infer, 
from a phrase which occurs in that letter, “Cognitionibus 
Christianorum interfui nunquam, ideo nescio quid et quatenus 
aut puniri soleat, aut queri,’® “I have never been present at 
any trials of Christians, so that I know not well what is the 
subject-matter of punishment or inquiry,” a circumstance on 
which Pliny partly grounds his application to Trajan—I say 
that I should infer from this phrase not that there were no 
edicts against Christians then existing ; but that there un- 
doubtedly were such, only that Pliny had never happened to 
see them actually executed. His perplexity seems to have 
arisen not from the absence of laws, but from his humanity 
revolting at carrying out severe ones against parties often of 
tender years (“ teneri,” “omnis etatis,”) and in numbers very 
great, “visa est mihi res digna consultatione, maxime propter 
periclitantium numerwm.” I can have very little doubt, 
therefore, that the edicts of Nero and Domitian were in force, 
and had been hanging over the heads of the Christians till 
then. These Jaws in their action, it appears’ from Trajan’s 
answer to Pliny, that Emperor somewhat mitigated, enacting 
indeed that the Christians upon conviction of being such 
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should be punished, but that they should not be sought for ; 
and moreover, that the bill of information should be signed 
by the party preferring it.' Such was the condition of the 
law with respect to the Christians as Trajan left it. Trajan’s 
law does not seem to have been substantially changed, though 
it is sometimes represented to have been so, by the rescript of 
Hadrian ; the sole effect of the latter appearing to be to put 
down mere mob law with regard to the Christians, and to 
place them more effectually under Trajan’s; the gravamen 
alleged by Serenius Granianus, Proconsul of Asia, which pro- 
duces this rescript,? being that it was unjust to put the 
Christians to death merely to gratify the clamours of the 
people, which, it appears, had been the practice of late; and 
the corrective administered by Hadrian being that they 
should be legally tried, and if they were proved to have com- 
mitted anything contrary to the laws (and it was contrary to 
the laws to be a Christian under Trajan’s edict) they should 
be dealt with accordingly—at the saine time, when the charge 
turned out to be only a calumny, the author of it was to 
be punished.’ The purpose of this edict, as I have said, is to 
rescue the Christians from being made victims of the populace, 
and to require that they be disposed of by law, but not to ᾿ 
alter the law itself. With this additional caution attached to 
it, Trajan’s law now came into the hands of Antoninus Pius, 
who in his turn, in his edict to the Commune of Asia, (if on 
the authority of Eusebius we ascribe this edict to him,‘ and 
Lardner takes this view,°) refers to the edict of Hadrian, 
and fully confirms it. There are incidents in the account of 
the martyrdom of Polycarp,’ and in the history of the perse- 
cution at Lyons,’ both of which events took place in the reign 
of Aurelius, that would lead to the conclusion that under that 
Emperor it’ was still against the law to be a Christian, or 
in other words that ‘Trajan’s edict, founded primarily upon 
Nero’s, still held good. Commodus made few martyrs; but 
the case of Apollonius’ seems to show that the law continued 
as it was, though in this instance the clause of it added by 
Hadrian, and confirmed by Antoninus Pius, which punished 
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the informer, was also acted on, and he put to death as well 
as his victim.’ And if we examine the cases of persecu- 
tion recorded by Eusebius, as occurring under subsequent 
Emperors, as that of Basilides under Severus’; that of the 
heads of the Churches under Maximin®; that of Nemesion, . 
under Decius,‘ though Decius seems to have aggravated 
matters by some sanguinary edict of his own’; that of Diony- 
sius and those in Egypt, under Valerian®; that of Marinus 
at Caesarea, under Gallienus’; down to Diocletian himself; 
we shall see reason to believe, from expressions let fall in 
these several histories, that Eusebius considered the law, 
which constituted the profession of Christianity as a crime, to 
be constantly in force, and the several parties to be proceeded 
against from time to time under that law. 

On the whole, therefore, my impression is, that Christianity 
was still a capital offence from Nero’s time downwards, or, as 
Tertullian expressly represents it, “non licet esse eos,”* “it 
was not legal for Christians to live,” that their religion con- 
trasted with that of the Jews, as not being a licita religio,° 
that Minucius Felix speaks with the accuracy of a. lawyer, 
when he puts in the mouth of Ceecilius a phrase describing the 
Christians as “ homines illicitee factionis,’ and that Mosheim’s ὦ 
phrase is more literally true than he himself understood it, 
“Nero Imperator Christianos Rome degentes atrocissimis 
legibus et suppliciis aggressus erat. Ejus vestigia sequentium 
Imperatorum plerique per tria seecula, diversi licet ratione, 
presserunt.”'"' Nero and Domitian might hunt the Christians 
out; Trajan might only condemn them when they fell in his 


' Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. v. 6. 21. 
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way ; Hadrian and Antoninus might even punish those who 
accused them falsely ; it was necessary even for the safety of 
the heathens themselves that some check should be put upon 
vague charges of Christianity ; but the law still substantially 
was, that to be a Christian was to be guilty of a capital 
crime, whether that law were executed or not. And this view 
of the question accords, I think, with the representation we 
find of it in a passage of the Apology of Tertullian to which 
I have referred already. ‘‘Quales ergo leges iste, quas ad- 
versus nos soli exsequuntur impii, iInjusti, turpes, vani, 
dementes? Quas Trajanus ex parte frustratus est vetando 
inquiri Christianos, quas nullus Adrianus, quanquam curiosi- 
tatum omnium explorator, nullus Vespasianus, quanquam 
Judzeorum debellator, nullus Pius, nullus Verus impressit.’”! 
“What sort of laws are those which none put in force (exse- 
quuntur) against us, but the impious, the unjust, the vile, the 
vain, the mad? of which Trajan partly frustrated the effect 
by forbidding inquiry to be made for the Christians, which 
neither Hadrian, though an explorer of everything curious ; 
nor Vespasian, though the conqueror of the Jews; nor Pius, 
nor Verus carried into execution” (impressit): the several 
terms “exsequuntur,”’ “frustratus est,” “impressit,’’ all having 
reference to laws already existing, which these several empe- 
rors, with all their humanity, mind, would not abrogate ac- 
cording to Tertullian, but only did not enforce. Indeed in a 
previous sentence relating to M. Aurelius, this is alleged in so 
many words,—“ Qui sicut non palam ab ejusmodi hominibus 
poenam dimovit, ita alio modo palam dispersit, adject& etiam 
accusatoribus damnatione, et quidem tetriore’”—“ which em- 
peror, though he did not publicly abrogate the punishments 
directed against the Christians, did publicly avert them by 
another method, subjecting the accusers to punishment even 
yet more severe.” One would have thought that the simple 
way of relieving the Christians, if the Emperors had been in 
earnest in their feeling for them, would have been to rescind 
the laws that were against them. But this step, it should 
seem, the most mercififl of the Emperors hesitated to take ; 
whether having misgivings themselves about the principles and 
proceedings of the Christians, which were of necessity in- 
volved in a certain degree of mystery, and which might be 
' Tertullian, Apol. c. v. 
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brought into bad repute by those of the heretics ; whether re- 
luctant to afford a plausible pretext for the suspicion that 
they were themselves lukewarm towards the gods of their own 
country ; or whether overruled by strong popular opinion, 
which was utterly hostile to the Christians. Origen appears 
to me to write with this impression on his mind in his treatise 
against Celsus. He is detailing one of the many charges 
against the Christians which Celsus advances, namely, that of 
their acting and teaching in a clandestine manner, and “no 
wonder they do so,” he continues, still stating Celsus’ argument, 
“it is to avert from themselves the punishment of death which 
hangs over their heads.”' The accusation is a general one, against 
Christians not of one generation, but of every generation, and 
accordingly the law against which they had to protect them- 
selves by such precaution not a temporary, but a permanent 
cause of alarm ; however it might be more actively enforced at 
one time than at another. And indeed, whilst Origen was 
writing the work in which this language is used, there was, he 
tells us, neither actual persecution,’ nor prospect of it; the 
powers at that time happening to have no passion for blood. 
We should arrive at the same conclusion from an expression 
which drops from him in the “ De Principiis,” when, speaking of 
the rapid growth of the Christians, he adds, that this occurred 
in spite of the hatred in which they were held by idolaters, 
and of “the risk they ran, besides such hatred, of being put to 
death ” *—as though, under the circumstances of the law, the 
profession of Christianity at once involved a capital hazard. 
Accordingly we find, as we might expect to find under the 
circumstances I have described, that under all these Emperors, 
whether humane or otherwise, persecution was in fact going 
on more or less—why should it not, when they would not 
plainly declare it to be illegal? If they plausibly encumbered 
it with indirect checks, those checks were easily evaded; and 
when ἃ provincial magistrate owed the Christian cause a grudge 
or wished to please the people (as that class were often dis- 
posed to do in order to bribe them not to expose their mis- 


1 Οὐ μάτην τοῦτο ποιοῦσιν, are | τοῦ καὶ τοῦτο, βουληθέντος Θεοῦ, 
διωθούμενοι τὴν ἐπηρτημένην αὐτοῖς | πεπαῦσθαι ἤδη χρόνῳ πλείονι. ---- Ori- 
δίκην τοῦ θανάτον.--- Urigen, Contra | gen, Contra Celsum, III. § 15. 
Celsum, I. § 3. 2 "Em θανάτῳ δὲ πρὸς τῷ μισεῖσθαι 

Ὅτι δὲ οὐδὲ τὸ τῶν ἔξωθεν δέος | κινδυνευόντων.--- 9 Principiis, ΕΥ̓͂. § 1. 
τὸ σύνθημα ἡμῶν διακρατεῖ, δῆλον ἐκ 
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deeds) by proceeding against them, he could easily find a 
way to do it without incurring much or any risk himeelf. 
For certain it is that under Trajan there was in fact perse- 
cution——“a great persecution in most. places,” is the phrase 
which Eusebius uses to describe that which caused Pliny’s 
address to that Emperor.’ In that reign it was that Ignatius 
suffered; condemned at Antioch, executed at Rome; so far 
from clandestine was the transaction. It may be said that~ 
he was voluntarily brought before Trajan (ἑκουσίως ἤγετο, * 
but it was ἑκὼν ἀέκοντί ye θυμῷ, he was constrained by a 
sense of honour; he had led others to their death by the 
principles he had taught them*; how could he flinch from | 
avowing them to be his own? The mockery of mercy which 
the law of Trajan exhibited, is exposed as it deserved to be 
by Tertullian. ‘The Christians are not to be searched for, but 
to be punished when found! What a necessary contradiction 
is this! He forbids them to be searched for, because they are 
innocent ; he consigns them to punishment, because they are 
guilty. He spares and he despatches ; he dissembles ‘and he 
denounces! Why do you embarrass yourself with your own 
decree? If you condemn, why do you not search? If you 
do not search, why do you not acquit them? Military posts 
are established- throughout the provinces for detecting rob- 
bers. Against traitors and public enemies every man takes up 
arms. The search, in their case, extends cven to their com- 
panions and accomplices. But for the Christian, and for 
him only, no search is to be made, and yet he is to be 
accused ; as though the search was good for anything, if it 
was not for his accusation.”’* It is evident from this indig- 
nant remonstrance, how poor a boon the Christians found 
themselves to have gained in the edict of Trajan. Again, 
persecution was active under Hadrian, however he might 
have personally had no ill-will towards them, persecution so 
cruel and unjust as to call forth, we have seen, a request 
from one of his own governors, Serenius Granianus, for his 
interposition: and it was to this Emperor that Quadratus 
and Aristides addressed their Apologies, documents always 
drawn forth by hard times.’ *Under the Antonines, perse- 
cution was still on the alert. The first Apology of Justin 


1 Kecles, Hist. iii. c. 33. * Tertullian, Apol. 6. ii. 
* Martyr. Ignat. § 2. 3 Ibid. δ Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. iv. ς. 3. 
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Martyr, which was the effect of it, bears testimony to its 
severity under Antoninus Pius; his very prologue setting 
forth that Justin made that appeal ‘“‘in behalf of men un- 
justly hated and persecuted, he being himself one of them; 
and the whole tenour of it bespeaking that the persecution 
against which he was pleading, was to the death—‘“ You can 
do no more than put us to death.”' Under Aurelius, matters 
were yet worse. At this period Justin’s second Apology 
dates; and his argument in it indicates the sufferings of 
the Christians at Rome to have been then most lively at the 
hands of Urbicus, a city magistrate, of whose proceedings he 
gives some details, with the names of several of his victims, 
and the circumstances of their cunviction,? and expresses fears 
for himself, as it proved, not without reason.* The same reign 
drew forth the Apology of Athenagoras; that again bears 
testimony to the activity of a deadly persecution no less than 
Justin’s. “The loss of goods and credit, the Christians 
knew how to bear, and to him who had defiled one cheek 
to turn the other, and to give the cloak when the coat had 
been taken, but they were attacked in life and limb.” * 
Accordingly, Justin fell at Rome; Polycarp and others at 
Smyrna; a multitude of persons of either sex with Pothinus, 
the Bishop of Lyons, at their head at Lyons and Vienne 
in Gaul. So wide-wasting was the scourge in this reign.° 
Again under Severus, though he, as had been the case with 
some of his predecessors, had no vindictive feelings against 
the Christians himself, the war against the Christians was 
carried on with even greater fury than ever. The Apology 
of Tertullian, which was then put forth, bears the most un- 
equivocal testimony to this fact—a document not written in 
a spirit of exaggeration of the wrongs done them®; indeed 
in a spirit, so far as the imperial authority was concerned, 


' Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 45. among the martyrs; not so Tertullian, 

211. §§ 1, 2, 3. though evidently having the most 

36 3. i friendly feeling towards him; and 

‘Els τὰ σώματα καὶ τὰς yuxas.—| though ascribing the title of martyr 
Athenagoras, Legat. pro Christianis,| to Justin, whom he names with him: 
g 1. “ Ut Justinus philosophus et martyr, ut 

δ Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. v. ¢. 1. Miltiades Ecclesiarum sophista, ut Ire- 

6 Tertullian, it may be observed, in| nseus omnium doctrinarum curiosis- 
an age when the martyr was so honour- | simus explorator.”—Adv. Valentin. c. v. 
able a title, is chary of it. Thus, writers | See Dodwell, Dissertat.in Irenseum, III. 
of a later period have classed Irenaeus! § xxi. 
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rather disposed to extenuate than inflame; as appears from 
a passage I have already had occasion to quote'; and even 
in relation to the local magistrates, the governors of Procon- 
sular Africa, to whom it is probably addressed, though the 
proximate movers of the mischief, it speaks in language 
of moderation, imputing their conduct to their ignorance of 
the Christian character, at once their condemnation and their 
excuse,’ rather than to any malignant feeling. Yet what scenes 
of suffering does it open! The Christians, compelled by 
torture to renounce their confession*; crucified; beheaded ; 
thrown to wild beasts; burned; condemned to the mines; 
banished to the islands.* The fourth book of the Stromata 
of Clemens ὅ incidentally demonstrates that persecution, during 
this same period of which Tertullian speaks, had also broken 
out in the quarters where his lot was cast. It is the property 
of the true Gnostic (whose character he is teaching and recom- 
mending) to be above persecution®: even virtuous heathens 
have attained to this high estate in a degree: “pound the husk 
of Anaxarchus, if you will, you do not pound Anaxarchus”’: 
“but the Church is full of persons who have meditated all 
their lives a death which quickens them unto Christ, as well 
men as discreet women’’*: “the Lord drank the cup; the 
Apostles imitate him ; the Gnostics them” ’: “why are not 
Christians rescued from above? because no harm is done 
them; they are removed by a quick migration to God”; and 
much more to the same effect. I merely hint it, to show that 
Clemens writes with persecution about him. Under Caracalla, 
persecution was still doing its work, as the “Ad Scapulam” of 
Tertullian makes evident, for that address bears internal marks 
of having been composed after the death of Severus, and pro- 
bably during the life of Caracalla, whose nurse nevertheless, it 
should seem from an expression let fall in it, had been a Chris- 
tian." Origen, who lived in this and in several succeeding 
reigns, still was familiar with persecution, (however there 
might be a lull when he was writing the work itself, which 
supplies the authority,) and to an objection of the Jew in 


' Apol. c. v. 2.6. 1. | 1 ¢ viii. p. 589. 
6. ii. 4. xii. δ». 590. 
δ Clem. Alex. Stromat. IV. § iii. p. 9§ ix. p. 597. 
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Celsus against the conduct of Jesus, that any god or demon, 
or prudent man, on foreseeing that troubles were approaching, 
would get out of their way, replies by citing instances to the 
contrary, such as Socrates and Leonidas, and Paul; and then 
adds, “And many in our own time, aware that if they confessed 
Christianity, they should be put to death, but if they denied 
it, they should be set free and have their property restored, 
nevertheless despised life, and willingly took their deaths for 
religion’s sake.” Whenever and wherever Hippolytus wrote, 
whether in Italy or Arabia, whether under Maximin or Decius, 
his pen bears witness to persecution. Jn his commentary on 
the History of Susanna, whom he considers a type of Christ, 
the two elders represent the two adverse parties of Jew and 
Gentile, yet both are agreed on the subject of destroying the 
Saints, whom they- watch to the house of God, and then seize 
and drag them before the tribunals, and condemn them to 
death. Such is its language.* Under Decius, Gallus, Volu- 
sianus, Valerian, persecution was not only alive, but rampant ; 
as the writings of Cyprian, who lived under all those Emperors, 
and was put to death under the last of them, abundantly tes- 
tify. In him we read of the Christians being driven into 
exile, and their goods confiscated ὃ ; of some, whose names are 
given, dying in prison of starvation*; of the arrival of anti- 
christ being realised in the times of Gallus and Volusianus ὅ ; 
of their consignment to the mines®; of virgins and boys 
being amongst the victims’; of Xystus and four Deacons 
suffering death on the 8th of the Ides of August®; of the 
havock of the brethren, of the multiplied losses of that. once 
numerous people ὃ; and much more to the same effect. 

So ample is the evidence of the extent of persecution, 
though I have produced only a small portion of that evidence 


‘during the first three centuries ; scarcely a Father we possess 


during that period failing-directly or indirectly to give proof 
of it ; and indeed, it is a remark of Eusebius in the Preface 
to the fifth book of his history, introductory to the Epistle of 
the Churches of Lyons and Vienne to their brethren in Asia and 


' Origen, Contra Celsum, IT. § 17. δ Ep. lv. 6 Epp. Ixxvii. lxxx. 

* Hippolytus, In Susannam, p, 276, TEpp. Ixxvii. § 6, lxxxi.§ 3; De 
id. Fabric. Lapsis, § ii. 
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Phrygia given in that book, and to which I have had occasion 
_ to allude, “that one may infer by conjecture the multitude of 
martyrs there must have been throughout the world, from the 
events which occurred in one single community ”—as though 
the persecution in Gaul, which happened thus to be recorded, 
was only a sample of what was going on elsewhere, but with 
less notoriety. And to all this Gibbon would oppose a casual 
expression of Origen, “who from his experience as well as 
reading, was intimately acquainted with the history of the 
Christians,” and who “ declares in the most express terms that 
the number of martyrs was very inconsiderable' ; his autho- 
rity alone sufficient to annihilate that formidable army of 
martyrs,” &c.* And yet it is strange, that when it answers 
his purpose, Gibbon can dwell upon the style of a Father, 
as on that of Tertullian for instance, with vast parade 
in order to neutralize the force of testimony, which he 
dislikes; whilst here, because the phrase suits him, he 
would have us believe that Origen — Origen of all writers 
in the world—is the most careful of his terms, and the most 
exact in his computations. But that is true of Gibbon, 
which was said by Tertullian of another, and of a class, “ oc- 
casiones sibi sumpsit quorundam verborum, ut heereticis fere 
mos est, simplicia queeque torquere.”* And yet what are the 
circumstances of the case? Celsus had charged the Christians 
with being a mere seditious confederacy, of which Christ was 
the head ; as he had before charged the Jews with being a 
mere seditious confederacy, of which Moses was the head. To 
which Origen replies, “Touching the Christians, they, having 
been taught that they were not to avenge themselves of their 
enemies, observe a mild and gentle polity. Accordingly, that 
which they could not have effected, even had they been per- 
mitted to fight, and had they been ever so powerful, they were 
enabled to accomplish by God who always fights for them, and 
puts a timely stop to those who rise up against the Christians, 
and desire to slay them. Yet, for the sake of a memento, and 
in order that seeing a few contending for their religion, they 
may be the more approved, and may despise death, a few of 
them from time to time, in numbers readily reckoned, have 
died for the Christian faith ; God having taken care that their 


' Origen, Contra Celsum, III. § 8. 
* Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 427. 
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whole race should not be exterminated. For it was his plea- 
sure that they should continue, and that the whole earth 
should be filled with their salutary and wholesome doctrine.” 
So that what Origen affirms is this, that the number of those 
who suffered martyrdom was inconsiderable, compared with 
the whole Christian body—such a number as would lead to no 
fears for the extermination of the sect, patient as it was—the 
assertion relative, not positive '—a very different thing from 
Gibbon’s representation of it—and an assertion, it may be 
added, made at the time when the Christian world happened 
to be blessed with a more than common calm, as appears 
from several passages in the treatise against Celsus*; a 
circumstance, which might produce its effect on the pen of 
the writer at the moment, and which ought to be taken into 
account in estimating the force of a particular phrase used 
by him. 

The Emperors were by no means the sole or even the chief 
enemies the Christians had to dread. Several of them were 
indifferent or even favourably disposed to them. But there 
were other quarters from which persecution issued, far more 
fatal than the emperors—the local magistrates and the popu- 
lace. Origen points to this plainly enough in the continuation 
of the passage just cited. “God,” says he, “took thought 
for the faithful, by his own single will dispersing every plot 
which was formed against them, so that neither emperors 
(οἱ βασιλεῖθ) nor local governors (οὗ κατὰ τόπους ἡγούμενοι 
nor the populace (οὗ δῆμοι) could be influenced against them 
further.”* In another passage of the same treatise, he en- 
larges still more the catalogue of their assailants—*“the 
Roman Senate, the Emperors for the time being, the army, 
the populace, and the kindred of the believers.”‘ And again 
in another, where he is arguing for the Divinity of Jesus from 
the wonderful manner in which hig religion had surmounted 
all the obstacles presented to its progress, he says, that “he 
overcame every hindrance which opposed itself to the dis- 


1 Just as on another occasion, in a | Series), he had said the direct contrary 
passage which has, however, escaped | —but “very few” he means, as the 
Mr. Gibbon’s notice, he represents the | context proves, when compared with 
Christians as “very few,” though in| the whole population of the Roman 
numerous other places in the same | Empire.—Contra Celsum, VIII. § 69. 
treatise, as well as elsewhere in his 2III. § 15; VIII. 85 44. 70. 
works (see the passages to this effect; IIT. καὶ 8. 
quoted from Origen in Lect. I. 2nd! ‘I. 8. 
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persion of his doctrine, emperors, governors, the Roman 
Senate, magistrates in all parts, and the populace.”’ It was 
from some of these latter regions, that the storm principally 
came. Doubtless, among the local magistrates there were 
men of humanity, who so far from wishing to persecute the 
Christians, did their best to shield them from persecution. 
The Apologists make honourable mention of several such ; 
and it is a feature in the testimony of the Fathers, which 
stamps it with credit, and disposes us to receive it with con- 
fidence when it complains of wrongs done, that it should be 
thus candid and dispassionate, and not condemn its supposed 
enemies in the gross. Thus Tertullian’ expressly speaks of 
the subterfuges to which merciful magistrates had recourse in 
order to avoid shedding Christian blood; of one Cincius 
Severus, who suggested to the Christians, how they should 
frame their answers on their trials, with a view to their 
acquittal ; of one Vespronius Candidus, who, when the mob 
clamoured for the death of a Christian, replied that it would 
be out of order to yield to such violence, and dismissed him ; 
of one Asper, who let a Christian go, when he began to flinch 
from the torture, without compelling him to do sacrifice, and 
expressed his own sorrow for having gone into the case at all; 
of one Pudens, who discovering that the charge was brought 
against the prisoner by a conspiracy, tore up the record of 
accusation, and refused to hear the matter. And in more 
general terms, he tells of the magistrates exhorting the 
Christian prisoners brought before them to deny their pro- 
fession, saying to them, “Save thy life,” “Do not throw thy 
life away ;’’* though here we may observe, we have evidence 
how strong must have been the law and the popular cry 
against the Christians, when even compassionate magistrates 
were driven to shifts and evasions to spare them. But if 
there were some magistrates thus humane, what multitudes 
must there have been in the Roman provinces without any 
such touch of pity, only too glad to work the law as it stood, 
nay, perhaps, with some personal animosity against the 
Christians to gratify; as in the case of Herminianus, Go- 
vernor of Cappadocia, who was provoked, Tertullian tells us, * 
by the conversion of his wife, to wreak his spleen on the 
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Christians; or with some lurking apprehension of the people's 
displeasure (which they could often ill afford to incur) if they 
allowed them to escape. ‘Torment us, good my lords,” is 
Tertullian’s exclamation to the magistrates, “rack us, crush us 
in the dust, you will be all the more acceptable to the mob 
for immolating the Christians.”' Look, for instance, at the 
temper displayed by Urbicus, he too a Preetor of the city, as 
discovered in the second Apology of Justin. He gets at the 
fact of one Ptolemy being a Christian, by stealth and the 
evidence of a person who betrays him. On another party, 
one Lucius, presuming to put a question to Urbicus on behalf 
of Ptolemy, the reply of the magistrate is, “Thou too art one of 
them,” and he also is condemned. A third party comes up, 
and is involved in the same affair, probably by some such 
incaution as the last, and he also suffers the same fate.? 
This is at Rome, the very seat of the government; and yet 
we should gather from Justin’s language, that he considered 
the case to be unknown to the Emperor® or the Senate, ‘ 
and that he composed his Apology chiefly for the purpose of 
exposing so flagrant a proceeding on the part of an officer of 
justice, and exciting some indignation at the iniquity of it. 
What then must have been the abuses of the magistrates in 
their transactions with the Christians in the remote provinces 
of the empire! We happen to have a case very similar to 
this of Urbicus, relating to the Prefect of Lyons, recorded in 
the Fragment of the Epistle of that Church. One Vettius 
Epagathus, touched by the injustice to which the Christians 
were exposed by the magistrates, begged to be heard in their 
defence. But the Prefect would listen to no such proposal, 
simply contenting himself with asking him whether he was a 
Christian, and on his confession, adding him to the number of 
martyts.° What check, indeed, was there upon these pro- 
vincial magistrates? We know from other sources how 
audaciously they were in the habit of running riot at a 
distance. Look, for instance, at the manner in which Verres 
administered the province of Sicily—a province almost at the 
very doors of Rome. At what did he scruple? giving corrupt 
judgment in causes that came before him; inflicting illegal 


1 Tertullian, Apol. ¢. 1. 4Ὦ “Ρωμαῖοι.---5 1. 
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and tyrannical punishments; extorting enormous revenues ; 
plundering plate and statues ; fleecing the Sicilians in short, 
to the amount of some £400,000 sterling. It was a mere 
chance that there was a Cicero to bring his transgressions to 
light, and that he was willing to undertake the office. But 
for this nothing would have “been known of his dark deeds. 
Nay, there is an amusing instance in the case of Cicero himself 
- of the little interest the people of Rome seemed to take in the 
affairs of the provinces. He had been Questor of this same 
island ; and indeed, it was probably this circumstance that 
gave him the concern for its future fortunes, which prompted 
him to defend it against Verres. He acyuitted himself, as he 
thought, in his office wonderfully well. He landed at Puteoli 
on his return home, imagining that all Rome was ringing 
with his praises. A friend accosts him, and asks him, what 
news from Rome? He came from the provinces. From 
Africa, perhaps? says another. No, replies he, pettishly, from 
Sicily. How, said a third, who stood by, and wished to be 
thought wiser than his neighbours ; how, don’t you know, he 
is Questor of Syracuse? And what is Cicero’s reflection ? 
That this httle mortification did him more good than if he 
had received all the compliments he expected; for it made him 
-consider, that the people of Rome had dull ears, but quick 
eyes, and that it was his business to keep himself always in 
their sight, not to be so solicitous how to make them hear of 
him, as how to make them see him: so that from this moment 
he resolved to stick close to the forum, and to live perpetually 
in the view of the city.’ Was it likely that the wrongs of 
the Christians in a remote part of the empire, in Africa, 6. g. 
would trouble such a people as this; or that the magistrates 
of that country would feel themselves under any particular 
awe of their masters at home; whatever excesses they might 
commit against that defenceless body? Moreover, where the 
sale of Libelli or certificates of exemption was in their hands, 
were they to be expected to forbear the active working of all 
the enginery of persecution, calculated as it was to raise the 
price of those certificates, and to enable them to fill their 
pockets to almost any extent?” 7 

But even had all the provincial magistrates been as well 
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disposed towards the Christians, and as dead to the tempta- 
tions of money, as they were notoriously the contrary, still 
there was another party to persecution even more difficult to 
deal with than these, for they were evidently often above the 
laws,’ the populace. There were various causes which 
excited, them. The sanguinary taste engendered in them by 
the amphitheatre was gratified. The universal shout from the 
spectators of ‘‘Christianos ad leonem,”’ was not prompted 
simply by a hatred of the Christians, but by an inveterate 
love for these scenes of butchery. What a picture do the 
Fathers give us of the details of the arena! Persons rushing 
to devour the beasts that had been slaughtered, still reeking 
with the gore of the gladiator they had despatched before 
their own lives were forfeited—the boar smeared with the 
blood of the miserable man he had ripped up, thus seized on 
for a meal—others again hastening to catch the life blood as 
it issued from the wound of the dying man as a specific for 
epilepsy.” In the pause from the games at noon, some mis- 
creant dressed up as Mercury, amidst the laughter of the 
crowd, testing the bodies of the victims by a red-hot caduceus, 
to see whether they were really dead,* death being sometimes 
assumed * ; and another in the habit of Pluto, dragging out 
the corpses of the combatants with his mallet in his hand to 
pound out of them any remains there might be of life, before 
he conveyed them to the infernal regions. What an appetite 
for horrors on the part of the people does all this testify, this 
mixture of sport and bloodshed, and what food for it were 
the Christians ! 

Then the superstition of the populace inflamed them 
further. Whatever calamity the state happened to be suffer- 
ing under, flood, drought, earthquake, famine, or pestilence, 
was imputed to the Christians’; the heathen priests, whose 
altars were deserted and their gains reduced, fostering the 
delusion. Then a natural horror was excited amongst them 
by interested parties of the secret crimes said to be committed 
in the assemblies of the Christians; their feasts on human 
flesh, and indulgence in the grossest incest. Then, in many 
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instances, the trades of the people suffered by the progress of 
the Christian cause. Their worldly interests, therefore, stimu- 
lated them to exterminate the Christians, if they could. The 
᾿ mnakers of shrines for Diana of Ephesus were the types of 
future multitudes in their feelings and in their mode of prose- 
cuting them. Indeed, it is curious to see in how many cases 
the great disturbing forces, which bear on Christianity on a 
large scale, as represented in the Fathers of the first three 
_ centuries, are found in incipient action in the history of 
the Acts of the Apostles. Thus the makers of idols, a 
very numerous class of mechanics amongst the heathens, in- - 
cluding workers in metals as well as wood, manufacturers of 
amulets, charms,' dealers in incense*?; builders employed in 
the erection and repair of temples, of which the number was 
enormous ; painters, gilders, weavers ; all, in short, who found 
a bread by decorating them when built; the multitude of 
tradesmen, for whose articles of merchandise the heathen 
festivals created a demand’; the still larger class, perhaps, 
connected with theatres and amphitheatres‘; all these parties, 
and many more, whom it would be tedious to enumerate, 
would feel themselves interested in suppressing the Christians 
who were spoiling their several trades, denouncing the use of 
idols, emptying the temples, seceding from the processions, 
abstaining from public shows and spectacles. 

Besides all these, the heretics helped to swell the cry against 
them*®; and the Jews yet more, scattered as they were 
throughout all the nations and cities of the world, the bitterest 
persecutors of them all—another coincidence with the history 
of the Acts—none so active, we read, in fetching fuel from 
the manufactories and baths to burn Polycarp as they, os 
ἔθος αὐτοῖο, says the circular epistle of the Church of Smyrna, 
which records this martyrdom.* So that on the whole, 
-Irenzeus, in expounding the 99th Psalm, “the Lord sitteth 
between the Cherubim, be the earth never so unquiet,” may 
“well speak of “the wrath of the people, vented against those 
who believed in Christ, and the movement of the whole earth 
against the Church’ (motum universe terre adversus eccle- 


siam).’ 

1 Tertullian, De Idololatria, c. vii. c.| 5 Cyprian, De Bono Patientie, § xxi. 
viii. 6 De Polycarpi Martyrio, § xiii. 

ὃς, xi. 3 6, xii. Τ Ireneeus, LV. c. xxxiii. § 18. 


4 Apol. ὁ. xxxviii. c. xiii. 
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Taking all these circumstances, then, into account, I think 
we shall be disposed to consider the extent of the persecution 
of the early Church to have been very wide and wasting, even 
though it should not appear (which, however, may be doubted, 
for a great number of Apologies are in one instance nearly 
coincident in date, those by Justin, Tatian, Athenagoras, 
Thoophilus, Melito, Apollinarius,’ all in the reign of Aurelius) 
that any simultaneous movement against the Church took 
place throughout the empire so early as some suppose. 


! Evans, Biography of the Early Church, vol. i. p. 153. 
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LECTURE V. 


Testimony of the Fathers, 2°. To the intensity of the persecutions, unduly ex- 
tenuated by Gibbon. Reflections on his account of the Letter of Pliny and of 
the martyrdom of Cyprian. Early narratives of martyrdom not to be con- 
founded with the fictions of later times. The sources of information as reliable 
as those from which Gibbon drew his history. Explanation of a passage in 
Eusebius unfairly used by him. 3°. To the nature of the persecutions. Do- 
mestic as well as official ones foretold by Christ. Verification in the effect of 
Christianity on the relations of husband and wife, parent and child, master 
and servant. Its inconsistency with many trades and occupations. Consequent 
pecuniary losses to the converts. Their embarrassment in legal and com- 
mercial proceedings. 


I HAVE said that the writings of the early Fathers would 
convince us, that not the extent only of the persecution 
suffered by the early Christians had been greatly underrated 
by Mr. Gibbon ; but that the intensity of 1t had been unduly 
extenuated, and the nature of it but partially exposed. 

The feeling with which he sat down to write on the subject 
of persecution may be incidentally discovered by the view he 
takes of Pliny’s famous correspondence with Trajan. “The 
learned Mosheim,” says he, “expresses himself with the highest 
approbation of Pliny’s moderate and candid temper. Not- 
withstanding Dr. Lardner’s suspicions, [ am unable to discover 
any bigotry in his language or proceedings.”* I have already 
admitted that Pliny’s reluctance to execute the laws against the 
Christians to the uttermost, arose from a natural horror of con- 
demning such multitudes of persons, many of them of a tender 
age, to death, upon so inadequate a charge. Let that measure 
of praise be conceded to him. But what can we think of an 
author who undertakes to give a candid representation of the 
affairs of these early Christians, and informs us at the outset 
that he is unable to discover any bigotry in the proceedings of 
Pliny—of Pliny who actually tells us with great composure 
that he had considered it necessary to put to the rack two 

1 Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 417, note. 
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female attendants of the Christians, probably Deaconesses, in 
order to ascertain the nature of their meetings ; “ necessarium 
credidi ex duabus ancillis, que ministre dicebantur, quid esset 
veri, per tormenta querere.”' No wonder, therefore, that 
writing in this temper he should be found detailing the par- 
ticulars of Cyprian’s martyrdom in the manner he does; 
choosing that case, it should seem, for reasons which will 
appear, as a fair specimen of the treatment the martyrs 
In general received at the hands of their oppressors. “A 
short abstract of the most important circumstances” (of 
Cyprian’s death), he writes, “will convey the clearest in- 
formation of the spirit, and of the forms, of the Roman 
persecutions.” * Now how does he treat this pattern case? 
Cyprian was banished ; but, says he, it was to “a pleasant 
situation, a fertile territory” (apricum et competentem 
locum*). ‘He was recalled from banishment,” but it was 
to “his own gardens”’ near Carthage that he was now con- 
fined. ‘The frailty of nature tempted him to withdraw him- 
self by a secret flight from the danger and the honour of 
martyrdom,” so proceeds Gibbon *: but why should Cyprian’s 
own account of the transaction be suppressed, given in his 
83rd Epistle, that he fled because agents had been sent to 
carry him to the Proconsul at Utica, whereas he preferred to 
die at Carthage, and suffer in the midst of his flock? for on 
the removal of that magistrate to Carthage, he voluntarily 
returned to his former quarters, and waited the event. He 
was summoned to die, but he was conducted by the ministers 
of death “not to a prison, but to a private house,” and “an 
elegant supper was provided” for his entertainment; so 
Gibbon dresses up the phrase in Pontius’ narrative, “ un& nocte 
continuit custodia delicat&.”” Sentence was passed on him, but 
it was to be beheaded, “the mildest and least painful ’’ man- 
ner of execution—only to be beheaded! no “use of torture 
admitted, to obtain from the Bishop of Carthage either the 
recantation of his principles, or the discovery of his accom- 
plices ;”’* and yet that was the very thing that Gibbon could 
see no harm in Pliny’s having recourse to. “ΗΒ corpse 
remained during some hours exposed to the curiosity of the 
Gentiles ;’ but then it was removed “in a triumphal pro- 


1 Plinii Epist. lib. X. Ep. xevii. * Pontius, De VitA Cypriani, 6. xi. 
3 Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 480. 4 p. 432. δ». 433. 
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cession,” the friends who had performed for him the last 
offices “secure from the danger of inquiry, or of punishment.””' 
Another man might have thought of the agony of the martyr, 
or the tyranny of the martyrdom ; Gibbon is occupied with 
the merits of the executioner. One remembers no parallel to 
this, but the well-known passage of Isaac Walton’s Fisherman, 
s0 often quoted, because so often pertinent, who was to put 
the hook through the mouth of the live frog, and out at his 
gills, and with a fine needle and silk sew up the upper part 
of his leg with only one stitch to the arming wire of the hook, 
and in so doing, all the while to wse him as though he loved 
hum. I ask, is it possible for a man composing his history in 
a frame of mind such as this, to be capable of fairly stating © 
the amount of suffering ‘allotted to the martyrs, or to do 
justice to their terrible wrongs? There is, too, a little cir- 
cumstance connected with Mr. Gibbon’s mode of handling his 
authorities in this narrative, which I regard as characteristic. 
In this instance, he is very much more than commonly civil 
to the biographer of a martyr ; such parties seldom finding 
much favour in his eyes; but the document happening to 
furnish him with points on which he could plausibly con- 
struct his pleasant picture of the martyrdom we have seen, it 
becomes his interest to exalt the merits of this piece of bio- 
graphy ; and accordingly in a note he says, “ We have an 
original Life of Cyprian by the Deacon Pontius, the companion 
of his exile, and the spectator of his death ; and we likewise 
possess the ancient proconsular acts of his martyrdom. These 
two relations are consistent with each other, and with pro- 
bability ; and what is somewhat remarkable, they are both 
unsullied by any miraculous circumstunces.”* And yet 
Pontius writes in this very same memoir, which supplies 
Gibbon with the particulars of these transactions in a manner 
so much to his mind, that “on the day of Cyprian’s arrival 
at the place of his exile, there appeared to him, before he was 
yet asleep, a youth of more than common stature, who seemed 
to him to lead him to the hall of justice, and place him before 
the tribunal of the Proconsul. The Proconsul beheld him, 
and instantly, without asking him a question, began to make 
a note of his sentence. But the youth who stood at his back, 
with great, curiosity, read what he had written down. And 
1 Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 434. 2 Ὁ. 430, nete. 
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when he could not declare in words what it was, he did so 
by a sign. For spreading his hand hke a broadsword, he 
imitated the blow of the executioner; and so conveyed his 
meaning as clearly as if he had uttered it. Cyprian under- 
stood the sentence, and entreated for a respite, if but of one 
day, that he might set his affairs in order. And when he 
had repeated this petition many times, the Proconsul again 
began to write on his tablet: but what it was he knew not, 
but he conjectured from the calmness of the judge’s counte- 
nance, that he had been moved by so reasonable a request. 
The youth, who had already informed him by a gesture of his 
sentence, speedily, but secretly, apprised him by a twist of his 
fingers, that the day’s delay was granted.”' “ All that was 
thus predicted,” adds Pontius, “ came to pass ; the words of the 
Deity were in no degree falsified ; only the single day signified the 
single year which Cyprian was to live after the vision.”? Now 
certainly there are many persons who would not see anything 
miraculous in this incident, anything, which might not be ac- 
counted for naturally by the circumstances of the case. But sup- 
posing the life on the whole had not suited Gibbon’s purpose so 
well as it did, and supposing that instead of relating the last 
scenes of Cyprian’s career in the unimpassioned manner it does, 
it had painted the punishment of the martyr in the revolting 
colours it might. have done with strict truth, can we believe 
that Mr. Gibbon, knowing what we do of him, would have 
suppressed all allusion to this vision, and even have gone out 
of his way to say of the biography, that “ what was remark- 
able, it was unsullied by any miraculous circumstances ’’? 
Would he not have been the very man to make himself merry 
with it ; to attempt, by means of it, to cast discredit on the 
whole history, by distorting what he would have called this 
supernatural part of it; and would he not have asked 
triumphantly, whether any authority could be assigned to 
such a manifest legend ? 

The vivid imaginations of the monks of the middle ages 
may have peopled the literature of that period with many 
fictitious scenes in the tragedies of martyrdom ; and this fact 
may have given scoffers an advantage in misinterpreting 
the character of the earlier martyrologies, confounding all to- 
gether. But those of the first three centuries are, for the 


1 Pontius, De Vita et Passione Cypriani, ὁ. xii. 3.0. xiii. 
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most part, sober matter-of-fact narratives, and in general very 
brief ones. Eusebius has given a great many in a summary ~ 
detail, such as the martyrdom of James, from Hegesippus' ; 
of Simeon, from the same’; of Ignatius, from tradition,* of 
whom also we have a distinct Martyrology ; of Polycarp, from 
the contemporary Epistle of the Church of Smyrna‘; of 
Blandina, of Sanctus, of Attalus, of Pothinus, of Alexander 
and Maturus, from the contemporary Epistle of the Churches 
of Lyons and Vienne *; of Origen,° of Metras, of Quinta, of 
Apollonia, of Julian, of Epimachus, of Alexander, of Ammo- 
narium, of Mercuria, of Dionysia, of Heron and Ater,: of 
Dioscorus and Nemesion, and others by name, from Dionysius, 
a contemporary Bishop of Alexandria’; with many more 
which might be mentioned. But on looking them over, you 
will not find them in general disgraced by any fantastic 
fictions. The visions—for visions there are connected with 
the deaths of Ignatius and Polycarp, and perhaps others— 
are such as would be well accounted for by the circumstances 
of the cases, and certain unusual rather than marvellous events 
which attended some of these instances of martyrdom—such 
as the indisposition of the wild beasts to meddle with the 
culprit, or the agitation of the elements at the moment of his 
execution—might very well have happened, and been imputed 
by the excited bystanders to some providential sympathy with 
the victims. Possibly an incident in the death of Polycarp, 
however, may be thought to bear the aspect of a tale of these 
later times. The executioner stabbed him, and then ἐξῆλθε 
περιστερὰ καὶ πλῆθος αἵματος ὦστε κατασβέσαι τὸ πῦρ, 
“there came forth a dove, and a rush of blood enough to 
extinguish the fire.’’® But no mention is made of this dove 
by Eusebius, who also gives the particulars of the history 
much as we have it in the Martyrology ; nor does it seem to 
combine with the context. It is scarcely possible that the 
author of the account should not have added a word more on 
the subject of this strange event, but having said that a dove 
and some blood enough to extinguish the fire proceeded from 
the martyr, should have left us in this surprise just as if he 


1 Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. ii. c. 23. δυ, ς. 1. 
32 iii. c. 32, 8 vi. c. 39. 
36. 36. Toe 41 
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had been relating the most ordinary occurrence imaginable. 
It seems therefore, a very natural conjecture which has been 
suggested, that there is here an error in the reading, and that 
instead of ἐξῆλθε περιστερὰ καὶ πλῆθος αἵματος, K.T.r., it 
should be ἐξῆλθεν ἐπ ἀριστερὰ καὶ πλῆθος aipatos, xK.1.2. 
“There issued out on the left side (the region of the heart) 
even so much blood as was enough to extinguish the fire.” 
There is also, I will add, in Tertullian the record of a fact, 
which has been thought to be of the same character: that of 
the Apostle John having been cast by Domitian into a bath 
of hot oil, out of which he escaped unhurt '—an incident 
‘which rests upon his authority alone, though repeated by 
others after him. The truth of it has been called in question 
by modern critics, and possibly Tertullian may have admitted 
an occurrence of which the scene was neither in his own 
country nor in his own time without sufficient evidence, or 
as Mosheim? conjectures, he may have taken literally an 
account of some persecution which befell John, conveyed to 
him in the figurative language of the East. But at the same 
time we must remember, that with respect to all such events 
we have been long under the strong bias of a sceptical age— — 
that our Lord certainly gave unto his disciples, John amongst 
the number (for it is not of any indifferent person that the 
story is told, but of one that we know of a certainty bore a 
charmed life), “power to tread on serpents and scorpions, and 
over all the power of the enemy” *; and that “if they drank 
any deadly thing, it should not hurt them”’‘; or, as it is more 
fully expressed by the other Evangelist, that “nothing should 
by any means hurt them,” that is, until their hour was come, 
and they had fulfilled their mission, which John would not 
have done in the case before us, for he had his Revelation still 
to write; and that under this guarantee, as Papias tells us, 
Barsabas called Justus, having drunk a poison, sustained no 
harm from it*; and that certainly Paul was enabled to shake 
off the viper, one of the few incidents of this nature recorded 
of the Apostles in Holy Writ; and yet many similar ones we 
must suppose to have occurred in fulfilment of our Lord’s 


1 Tertullian, De Preescript. Heret. c.| 3 Luke x. 19. 
XXXVi. * Mark xvi. 18. ἡ 

2 Mosheim, De Rebus Christian. ante δ Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. iii. α. 39; 
Constant. p. 111. Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. i. p. 12. 
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contemplations when he uttered the words I have cited ; and 
this one of St. Paul, like the one in question of St. John, 
would certainly have been made matter of debate, had it been 
related by an early ecclesiastical historian, and omitted by an 
Evangelist. 

But the statements of the sufferings of the early Christians, 
as I have already hinted, are far from being confined to the 
regular Martyrologies. They enter incidentally, but very 
largely, into almost all the writings of the early Fathers, the 
Apologies above all; and are derived from so many quarters, 
and relate to so many districts, that to set them aside would 
be an act purely arbitrary, and such as no materials for his- 
tory whatever would be proof against. How can we feel 
ourselves justified in refusing to give credence to unvarnished 
accounts of suffering recorded in many instances by men who, 
as I have said before, show no disposition to aggravate them, 
but with the account of the persecution supply at the same 
time any circumstances of mitigation on the one side or of 
failure on the other, that attended it; any instances of the 
humanity of the magistrate as well as of the weakness of the 
victim ? The greater part of the facts of Mr. Gibbon’s his- 
tory would not rest upon better testimony than the following 
ones, for all of which I have references: that in the early 
times of Christianity, the calumny which represented the 
Christians as guilty of infanticide and incestuous intercourse 
in their assemblies, had been so industriously circulated, and 
taken such effect, as to set multitudes against them; insomuch 
that even in Origen’s day, when experience had abated it, 
there were some who would not even speak to Christians on 
the commonest subject from a horror of their character’; that 
the Christians were beheaded, crucified, cast to wild beasts, 
consigned to bonds and fire, and all other torments, and yet 
did not shrink from their confession’? ; that they were some- 
times stoned by the populace’ ; that they were furiously driven 
by them from their houses, from the markets and baths, and 
were hunted whenever they appeared in public‘ ; that they were 


' Origen, Contra Celsum, VI. § 27. | ὡς κατεψευσμένα Χριστιανῶν. --- § 40, 
Origen again speaks of the calumny | 7? Justin Martyr, Dial. § 110. 
as having been exploded in his time.| 3. Tertullian, Apol. ὁ. xlviii.; Theo- 
‘Qs γὰρ ταῦτα λεγόμενα ἤδη καὶ ὑπὸ | philus, Ad Autol. ITI. § 30. 
τῶν πολλῶν, καὶ πάντῃ ἀλλοτρίων ris | “4 Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. v. 6.1. 
καθ᾽ ἡμῶν θεοσεβείας, καταγιγνώσκεται 
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known by the nick-name of Sarmenticii, from the faggots or 
sarmenta with which they were burnt, and Semaxii, from the 
split axles which served for the stakes'—designations which 
would scarcely have been assigned to them had not the punish- 
inent they indicated been very familiar to the people; that 
“ Down with the sepulchres of the Christians” was one of the 
war-cries of their oppressors* ; that their women were con- 
demned to defilement, in spite of Mr. Gibbon’s insinuation 
that such imputations were the inventions of the monks and 
of a later age*®; so that it was a matter of consolation in a 
season of unusual mortality, that the Christian virgins would 
thus depart to their glory, nor have before them the fear of 
threats of violation or of the brothel‘; that the lash, the 
club, the flames,’ the prison, the sword, the wild beast, the 
cross, the chains, the rack, the hot metal plates,’ the stocks, 
are all spoken of as instruments of the torture of the Christians 
in a manner that shows they were ordinary and accustomed 
weapons used in this savage warfare; that women as well 
as men, whose names are given, for these things were not 
done in a corner, were submitted to these engines of pain and 
death ; that they were branded by the hot plates of brass 
applied to the more sensitive parts of the person ; left for a 
few days for their wounds to fester and inflame; tortured 
again ; torn by the wild beasts in the amphitheatre ; tossed 
in nets by furious bulls; fried in an iron chair; in some in- 
stances the same individual made to pass through a series of 
these sufferings, if life lasted ; and these matters, too, brought 
to our knowledge, not by Christians writing in indignation to 
heathens, but in confidence to Christians ; contemporaries not 
talking at second-hand, but speaking of events which they 
had witnessed with their own eyes.” Again, that others (and 
here, once more, in the instance I am alluding to, we have the 
names of several of the sufferers recorded) died of starvation 
in prison” ; and that ordinary pains not sufficing to glut the 
vengeance of the persecutors, methods were devised for pro- 
tracting the pangs of their victims, and tedious tortures applied 


' Tertullian, Apol. c. 1. * De Bono Patientig, § xii. 

2 Ad Scapulam, ec. iii. ™ De Laude Martyrii, § xv. 

8. Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 424; Tertullian,| ὅ Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. y. ὁ. 1. 
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to the body by a refinement of cruelty’: not to speak of ex- 
cesses, if possible, even greater than these, which are described 
in the twelfth chapter of the eighth book of the history of 
Eusebius, to which I must refer you ; and the effect of which 
even Mr. Gibbon seems to have felt to be so staggering, that 
he endeavours to destroy the authority of the historian on 
this subject by a disingenuous note, as though he had con- 
fessed that in his narrative he was governed by the principle 
of relating whatever would redound to the glory, and sup- 
pressing all that would be to the disgrace of religion*—a 
version of his confession which the references Gibbon gives 
to passages in that writer's works are far from supporting. 
For what does the confession amount to? That he will not 
be instrumental to publishing the weakness of those who 
shrunk from the trial and fell away, but will act the better 
and more profitable part of preserving the memory of the 
confessors of the truth that stood fast®; in other words, that 
it is his plan to give a catalogue of martyrs, not of apostates. 
Where is the duplicity? There was no absolute call on him 
here to state that apostates there were; and the statement should 
be taken rather as an argument of the candour and veracity 
of the historian than of his partial dealing and suppression 
of testimony. 

But there is another view of persecution, which Mr. Gibbon 
overlooks, but which is one of the most serious of all, and in 
reference to which it was that I said the nature of the per- 
secution which the early Christians suffered was very par- 
tially set forth by that writer ; nor, indeed, is it sufficiently 
developed by authors in general, who treat of these times of 
trouble. And yet it is the one, which the words of our 
blessed Lord point to and anticipate. He does not simply 
tell his followers that people “shall lay their hands on them 
and persecute them, delivering them up to the synagogues and 
into prisons, and bringing them before kings and rulers for 
his name’s sake ;”* it shall not be simply official persecution, 
which they shall have to endure, but domestic. “I came not 
to send peace,” says he, “but a sword. For I am come to set 
@ man at variance against his father, and the daughter against 
her mother, and the daughter-in-law against her mother-in- 


' Ad Demetrianum, § xii. 3 Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. viii. c. 2. 
* Gibbon, vol. ii. p. 490, note 178. * Luke xxi. 12. 
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law. Anda man’s foes shall be they of his own household.’”’ 
A great deal of what we read in the early Fathers, is but a 
comment on these words. And though, no doubt, the public 
and legal, or the popular persecution to which the primitive 
Christians were subjected, was the form of it which makes 
the impression in history ; still probably that which was far 
more felt, and which was far more extensive in its influence 
was the fireside troubles, which the profession of the Christian 
faith fostered. I touched upon some of these in a Lecture of 
my last, Course, when I was defending the Fathers against the 
animadversions of Barbeyrac ; but I did not then exhaust the 
subject, nor indeed had I then to contemplate it from quite 
the same position as at present. Thus the Christian member 
of a family otherwise heathen (and this sort of intermixture 
was of course the most ordinary and usual of combinations), 
was constantly living in a state of uneasiness and discom- 
fort. Sympathy with his nearest kindred would be greatly 
weakened by the enormous difference in their respective feel- 
ings, and in their notions of right and wrong; and even his 
personal safety would be constantly in jeopardy. Suppose a 
wife to have an unbelieving husband, his crimes might revolt 
her and lead her to seek a divorce; but he has her at his 
mercy, for he can denounce her as a Christian*: in the mean- 
while there is not a religious exercise which she may desire to 
discharge, in which he cannot thwart her’; not an offensive 
heathen practice, sight, or sound, to which he may not expose 
her.* Nor is this all ; so utterly odious was Christianity in 
the eyes of some of these husbands, that they could not bear 
to have a Christian under the same roof with them, and would 
put away their wives for this cause, when their chastity was 
above all suspicion’: nay more, husbands who in time past 
had watched their wives with the utmost jealousy, on finding 
them become sober and domestic, and discovering that the 
cause of their change was their conversion to the Christian 
faith, putting away all their former feelings, would now give 
them every opportunity of licence and excess, preferring to 
have for their partners those who were prostitutes rather than 
those who were Christians.® On the other hand, does the 


' Matt. x. 34, 35, 36. 4 ©. vi. 
? Justin Martyr, Apol. II. § 2. δ Tertullian, Apol. 6. iii. 
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wife endeavour to conceal her faith from her heathen husband, 
the concealment is itself an intolerable restraint ; nor can it be 
done effectually ; and the very attempt excites his jealousy 
and suspicion. What can she mean by crossing herself? Why 
does she rise from her sleep to pray? Is she engaged in some 
magical craft? What can that bread be which she eats with 
so much reverence? Can it be what she says it is? But he 
will keep his own counsel till occasion may serve, and she may. 
provoke him to produce the weapons, with which she has 
‘armed him.’ I am not putting imaginary cases, as you will 
perceive by the nature of the details I have given; but such 
cases as the Fathers supply as with. How much fortitude, 
how much self-restraint, how much patient tribulation, how 
much suffering, in short, for righteousness’ sake, would be re- 
quired of her who should realise the following deportment 
recommended by Clemens probably in anticipation of a case of 
unequal yoke-fellowship! “Scripture very well says that the 
woman is given by God to the man as a helpmeet for him. It 
is plain, therefore, I conceive, that if anything falls out amiss 
from her husband in her household, she will adjust it by reason 
and persuasion: but if he will not listen to her, then she will 
endeavour, so far as human nature is capable of it, to lead a 
life void of offence, whether it be required of her by the Word 
(or reason) to die or to live; knowing that she has God for 
her ally and partner in such a course of conduct, a real Cham- 
pion and Saviour both for the present and the future.”? And 
again, where other relations are contemplated as well as that 
of husband and wife, “ Often do we see sons and wives and 
servants, even in spite of fathers and masters and husbands, 
become of the number of the best of persons (2. 6. Christians). 
It is not the less a duty, therefore, to be zealous to lead godly 
lives, because some may seem to forbid it. But in my opinion, 
it becomes us to strive the more with all zeal and alacrity that 
we may not be overcome, and fall away from those counsels, 
which are the best and most needful of all.”* These are sim- 
ple words, but what disruption of family ties do they imply ! 
This distress had begun to show itself even in the Apostles’ 
time, as, indeed, had most of the other difficulties, which 
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attended the intimate social connection of Christians and 
heathens ; and most of the seventh chapter of St. Paul’s 
first epistle to the Corinthians relates to it. The position of 
parent and child, when the parties differed in faith, a case 
which is also alluded to in the passage of Clemens just 
cited, is full of similar embarrassments. Thus to go for a 
moment into details; we are told of the father abandoning 
his son, who had been to him the most dutiful of children, on 
becoming aware that he was turned Christian’: or even for 
the like reason disinheriting him at the very moment when 
his conduct was no longer (as it had been formerly) a cause 
for complaint.? The relation of master and servant under the 
circumstances also touched on in the same paragraph of Cle- 
mens is encompassed with the like perplexities. The slave or 
domestic servant, supposing him to be a heathen, could not be 
the inmate of his Christian master’s house, without becoming 
aware of his master’s faith more or less distinctly ; whilst the 
latter must have felt that he had a spy under his own roof, 
and that he had to act accordingly. What a perpetual source 
of apprehension and solicitude must this have proved! How 
must this single ingredient have poisoned the security of home ! 
The sentiments of distrust engendered by it transpire in seve- 
ral places in the early Fathers. “We have servants,” says 
Athenagoras, in defending the Christians against the horrid 
accusations of incest and cannibalism laid to their charge, 
“we have servants; how can we conceal such things from 
them? Yet none of them have testified against us to any- 
thing of the sort”*; as though the Christians considered them- 
selves even in their greatest privacy to be under inspection. 
And Tertullian, when challenging the same testimony on the 
same occasion, “ Could not the curiosity of our servants steal 
a peep at us through chinks and holes?”* And again, in lan- 
guage still more calculated to impress us with the precarious 
situation in which Christian masters felt themselves standing, 
who had heathen servants, “The date of our religion, as we 
have shown, is from the time of Tiberius. From its very first 
appearance the truth was opposed through that hatred which 
always exists towards truth. There were as many enemies 
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to it as there were strangers; the Jews peculiarly out of 
_ jealousy ; the soldiers, out of a spirit of extortion ; even our 
very servants, out of that nature which belongs to their con- 
dition, We are daily beset, we are daily betrayed.”' And 
we in fact find that the servants of the Christians at Lyons 
under apprehension of the torture did pretend to disclose 
the secret habits of their Christian masters, and uttered un- 
founded calumnies against them which brought them to their 
deaths*: nay, perhaps, they really themselves misunderstood 
much that they saw and heard, and honestly thought there 
was mischief in what was at any rate mysterious,’ as ¢.g. ὃ 
Thyestean feast in the spiritual participation of the Body and 
Blood of Christ. But even when matters did not proceed to 
extremities after this manner, the relation of master and ser- 
vant must have been almost reversed, when the latter felt that 
the law gave him a hold over the other, which whenever it 
suited his purpose he could turn to account. Or take it the 
other way, and let the servant be a Christian; and now the 
master who has been ever humane to him in time past, and 
who probably for that reason will not proceed further against 
him still, will nevertheless drive him from his sight, however 
faithful he has been to him; the abhorrence of the Christian 
prevailing over every sense he may have of the virtues of the 
man.* Or, if he has had the good fortune to conceal his pro- 
fession from his master’s knowledge, then he will have perhaps 
to attend him to the temple and the sacrifice. What is he to 
do in that case ; and how is he to act, so as to have a con- 
science void of offence? I do not invent these difficulties.® 
They are facts left on record. 

Neither is this all. There is another trouble which pressed 
hard upon the early Christians, scarcely, perhaps, coming 
under the head of persecution, but still akin to it; and as 
constituting one of the fines which the Christians had to pay 
for their calling, one of the hardships they had to endure for 
the profession they had made, may be here conveniently con- 
sidered : for, like positive persecution, it was calculated to try 
the faith to the uttermost; to shake it where it was waver- 
ing; and to minister to the Evidences by showing how sound 
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the early Christians must have felt the ground to be under 
them, in order to be induced to submit to such penalties as 
they did for the purpose of maintaining it. I mean the pecu- 
niary losses, the absolute poverty, the dislocation in society, 
the interruption of the old habits of life, which the profession 
of Christianity often exacted of the converts as a deodand. 
We have seen that one effect of it was to induce fathers some- 
- times to disinherit their children ; but the evil 1 speak of was 
not confined to this form of it. There were many trades and 
occupations, the exercise of which was scarcely compatible 
with the Christian calling ; so that the conversion to Christi- 
anity entailed on a convert belonging to those classes many 
scruples of conscience and much trouble of mind, if he con- 
tinued in his craft ; whilst, on the other hand, the resignation 
of it was the surrender of that by which he altogether gained 
his bread. For idolatry had wormed itself so thoroughly 
into the system of life, that there might be many such trades. 
We have seen in the passage I have already had occasion to 
refer to, that a certain Christian who was a player, was not 
permitted to communicate ; and that, by consequence, it was 
proposed to make him a frugal allowance, a bare maintenance 
out of the fund of the Church, to secure him at least from 
starvation, whilst he followed the dictates of his conscience." 
This case must have, no doubt, been a common one. How 
many statuaries, for instance, must have felt it impossible to 
reconcile their employment of making idols with their alle- 
giance to Christ, and yet the abandonment of such a calling 
proved so costly, that some even in ecclesiastical orders, 
Deacons probably or of lower rank, could not find in their 
hearts to give it up*! The seller of incense must have been 
as common a trade as the tobacconist now is, he had a desig- 
nation of his own, “Turarius;”’ yet how would he reconcile 
“it to himself to minister to the worship of idols, for the article 
he dealt in was bought for scarcely any other purpose *?. 
What a trying situation, again, was that of the schoolmaster ; 
to read with his scholars works of mythology, ὁ. 6. of idolatry 
still flourishing ; to keep heathen holidays: the Minervalia in 
honour of Minerva, the Saturnalia in honour of Saturn; to 
decorate his school with garlands in honour of Flora‘; for to 


1 Cyprian, Ep. xi. δ, xi. ςς, Σ᾿ 
? Tertullian, De IdololatriA, ο. vii. 


Lecr. V.] ENTAILED ON THE CHRISTIAN CONVERTS. 907 


renounce all this would be to ruin his school and proclaim 
himself a Christian! What an intolerable compunction must 
the Christian soldier have felt at mounting guard on a heathen 
temple, a mere brothel, let to the highest bidder, as our turn- 
pike gates, or, indeed, at making one of ἃ camp, where signa 
venerari, signa jurare, signa omnibus diis preeponere erat tota 
religio.’ Yet what an act of self-surrender was it to leave 
the profession of arms! Eusebius thinks it matter for high 
commendation that Christian soldiers under Diocletian suf- 
fered themselves to be turned out of the army rather than re- 
nounce their religion, and represents their station as very 
honourable and very lucrative.* It would be easy to pursue 
this subject still further into its details, but these I have given 
may suffice to put my hearers on following them out for 
themselves: and are enough, 1 am sure, to satisfy them that 
the secret and unobtrusive sacrifices which the early Christians 
must have been called on to make for the sake of holding fast 
their faith, were, perhaps, the most trying, as they were 
certainly the most universal of all. Indeed, the self-denial 
they required is acknowledged by Tertullian, who supplied 
me with the fatts*; and who argues in the uncompromising 
manner, which is usual with him, that the cost to be sure is 
great, but that it ought to have been counted before the 
Christian profession was embraced; that the cross was to be 
borne by the followers of the crucified ; that James and John 
forsook their calling for the Lord’s service ; and that a sound 
faith has no fear of lacking bread. But all this is more easily 
said than reduced to practice. 

I have already observed that these troubles do not directly 
fall under the head of persecution; but they do fall under 
the head of sufferance inflicted on the Christians by circum- 
stances, if not by magistrates or mobs ; and besides develop- 
ing the condition of the Primitive Church, which is an object 
I have before me, redound to the Evidences (which is the 
topic I am now handling, and showing how the Fathers fur- 
nish a valuable contingent to it) by manifesting yet more, how 
entire must have been the conviction of the early Christians 
of the truth of the religion they had adopted, to have in- 
duced them, as it did, to submit to trials so many, 80 various, 
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and so protracted. Perhaps it scarcely adds to the portrait 
of the rigour of the position of the Christians to remark how 
effectually all the avenues to advancement in the state were 
closed, and particularly how completely the discharge of all 
judicial and magisterial functions was interdicted to them by 
the idolatrous rites with which they were attended, and at 
which it was impossible that the Christians could connive. 
But as I dwelt at some length on this part of the subject in 
a former Lecture,’ I shall be content with merely hinting 
at this further tax which they had to pay for the faith they 
had followed. 

There is, however, one consideration more, which it be- 
hoves us to bear in mind, as affecting most disastrously, and 
in a very high degree, the nearest and dearest interests of the 
Christian, the little use he could make of the courts of law, 
as well for other reasons as because the heathen oaths there 
administered were effectual obstacles in his way.? He was, in 
fact, virtually an outlaw; one with respect to whom the 
paternal influence of the law was suspended; and this dis- 
tressing position, we must remember, he chose to place himself 
in for the sake of Christ. This difficulty again, like so many 
others, discovered itself whilst the Apostles were yet living. 
“Dare any of you, having a matter against another, go to 
law before the unjust, and not before the saints?”° “Is it 
so, that there is not a wise man among you? no, not one 
that shall be able to judge between his brethren? But 
brother goeth to law with brother, and that before the un- 
believers.” * It is the ingenious and very probable conjecture 
of Professor Dobree, that the incestuous union mentioned in 
the chapter before that in which this passage occurs, had 
given rise to some question of property, and that thus 18 
supplied the connection between the two subjects, otherwise 
apparently incongruous. This, too, would further account for 
St. Paul’s impassioned animadversions on this matter, a matter 
which was so well calculated, ‘when carried before a heathen 
tribunal, to bring a scandal on the Christian cause. Similar 
difficulties were, no doubt, perpetually arising in the Church 
in subsequent times, the more likely indeed, as the social re- 
lations of the Christians became more complicated. And 
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when we take into account that whatever decisions, whether 
in civil or criminal cases, were come to by Christians amongst 
themselves, were after all merely private agreements, having 
-no force of law, nor capable of being pressed, should either 
party swerve from the award, we may well imagine how much 
this must have contributed to the hardships under which the 
early Christians laboured ; whilst the reluctance thus felt to 
go before heathen tribunals, or to be contaminated by heathen 
forms, must have perpetually stood in the way of advan- 
tageous contracts which Christians might otherwise have made 
with heathens (who would of course naturally insist on their 
own securities), precluding them, for instance, from executing 
bonds as creditors (the case is put by Tertullian himself’), | 
and so rescuing themselves from embarrassments which the 
extension of credit often removes; and, indeed, intercepting 
in a very great measure the mutual advantages which result 
from the free intercourse of man with man, to the damage of 
both, but to the ruin of what the Spretan ΒΟ ΘΟΣ was, the 
poorer party. 
1 Tertullian, De Idololatrid, 6, xxiii, 
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LECTURE VI. 


Review of passages in the early Fathers bearing witness to the exercise of mira- 
culous powers in their times. Unanimity of this testimony. Estimate, which 
ought to be formed of it; and difficulty of resisting it. The powers of exor- 
cism and heuling diseases more decidedly asserted than others. Correspondence 
of this with the terms in which the powers were conferred, and with the record 
of their exercise in the Acts. The same correspondence between the Scriptural 
and Ecclesiastical records observable in another particular. The exercise of 
miraculous powers by those on whom the Apostles laid their hands established 
by inspired authority. The theory of the cessation of all miracles with their 
lives unsatisfactory. 


[HE next point we have to consider, in which the Fathers 

may be made instrumental to the Evidences, is one of 
great difficulty and perplexity ; the miraculous powers which 
subsisted in the Primitive Church. 

T shall review as briefly as possible some of the principal 
passages in the Ante-Nicene Fathers, which bear on this sub- 
ject, and endeavour to draw a conclusion from an induction of 
particulars. 

It has been disputed whether the Apostolical Fathers, pro- 
perly so called, speak of contemporary miracles at all, Con- 
sidering how short are their works, and the practical purpose 
for which most of them are written, the absence of all al- ᾿ 
lusion to miracles in them would prove little or nothing, and 
might well be accidental. Such an expression, however, as 
that of Clemens Romanus,’ that there was in the Church of 
Corinth “a plentiful outpouring of the Holy Ghost upon all” 
(πλήρης Πνεύματος ᾿Αγίου ἔκχυσιϑ ἐπὶ πάντας ἐγένετο, or 
that of Ignatius addressed to the Church of Smyrna, “that it 
was mercifully blessed with every good gift” (ἐν wavté 
Xapiopare,) that it was wanting in no good gift,” 
(ἀνυστέρητος οὖσα παντὸς yapicpatos)*—such phraseology, 
I say, being ¢ompared with that of times both before and 
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after, when it undoubtedly had miraculous as well as other 
gifts in contemplation, would lead us to think, I agree with 
Dodwell,’ that Clemens and Ignatius did not exclude such 
gifts from their account. 

Justin Martyr's testimony is not to be mistaken. He 
challenges a denial of the fact. “It is manifest to all” 
(πᾶσι φανερόν ἐστι), says he, “that the Father has given 
Christ so much power, that even the demons are subject to 
the dispensation of his Passion.”* ‘That Jesus was born 
for those who believe in him, and for the overthrow of devils, 
you may learn,” says he again, “ from the things which even 
now (καὶ νῦν) are coming to pass under your own eyes. For 
many of our people (2. 6. Christians) having adjured by the 
name of Jesus Christ, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate, 
many persons possessed with devils (δαιμονιολήπτους) all over 
the world and in your city, have healed them when they had 
not been healed by all other exorcists and enchanters and 
magicians, reducing and expelling the demons that had pos- 
session of the men.” *® And again, “and now (καὶ viv) we 
who believe in Jesus our Lord who was crucified under 
Pontius Pilate; when we adjure all devils and evil spirits, 
have them obedient to us.”* Exorcism, you see, is the gift 
which he attributes to the Christians. In one passage, how- 
ever, of the Dialogue,® he ascribes to them προφητικὰ 
χαρίσματα in.general, as if they had been transferred to the 
Christians from the Jews, who once possessed but had since 
lost them. And in another of the same treatise,° he enume- 
rates healing and foreknowledge amongst their supernatural 
endowments. 

Here is one witness, now writing at Rome, now at 
Ephesus or elsewhere,’ who testifies to the existence of cer- 
tain miraculous powers in the Church, of exorcism more 
especially ; which latter faculty he speaks of in a manner 
which must convince us that he thought the fact indispu- 
table, however reluctant the parties he addressed might be to 
draw from it the conclusion he pressed. And yet Justin 
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was ἃ man of education ; had been a philosopher; and was 
writing in two of the tracts where these statements are 
made, to philosophical Emperors, and to the people of Rome; 
and was sufficiently a lover of truth to die for it. 

Irenzeus expresses himself to the same effect. Speaking of 
the heretics, he says, “they cannot give sight to the blind, 
nor hearing to the deaf, nor can they cast out evil spirits, 
except such as they have themselves introduced, if even that ; 
nor heal the sick, the lame, the palsied; nor remove diseases 
which may happen to afflict any other part of the body. 
And so far are they from raising the dead, as the Lord did 
and his Apostles, by prayer, and as hath come to pass often 
among the brethren, when the spirit of the dead hath returned, 
and the man been restored to the prayers of the saints, the 
whole Church of the place on the necessary occasion entreat- 
ing for him with much fasting and supplication—so far have 
they been from doing this, that they do not even believe that 
it can be done.”’! And again, having vindicated the miracles 
of our Lord from the charge of being ocular deceptions, he 
proceeds, “ Wherefore his true disciples receiving grace from 
him, work benefits in his name for mankind, according to the 
gifts which each of them have received from him. For some 
really and truly eject evil spirits, so that those very persons 
who have been possessed, now purged of these demons, 
become believers, and are added to the Church. Others have 
foreknowledge of future events, see visions, and prophesy. 
Others, again, heal the sick by imposition of hands, and 
restore them to health ; nay, as we have said, even the dead 
have been raised wp, and continued with us many years.” * 
And he elsewhere assigns to the Jews also the power of 
exorcism, on the principle that all created beings are afraid of 
an appeal to Him who created them. Again, with respect to 
the gift of tongues and the discerning of spirits, he writes, 
“as we have heard even many brethren in the Church pos- 
sessing prophetical gifts, and speaking by the Spirit in all 
manner of tongues, and bringing to light advantageously the 
secrets of men.” ὃ 

Here we have another witness, him also a man of educa- 
tion and research, and though perhaps not a martyr to the 
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death, a man who, for the sake of teaching the truth, was con- 
tent to forego the charms of his native land, and migrate to 
a distant, a barbarous, and as it proved a dangerous station ; 
we have this man, I say, still testifying, in another quarter of 
the world too, in Gaul, to the existence of miraculous powers 
in the Church; exorcism; healing both of natural infirmities 
and sickness; prophecy; tongues; discerning of spirits ; 
and even raising the dead: but perhaps expressing himself 
with different degrees of confidence whilst treating of these 
several gifts. Thus, with respect to exorcism, “some really 
and truly eject evil spirits” (of μὲν yap δαίμονας ἐλαύνουσι 
βεβαίως καὶ ἀληθῶς), is his language—“we have heard 
brethren speak with tongues, and detect spirits,’ so I under- 
stand καθὼς καὶ πολλῶν ἀκούομεν ἀδελφῶν ἐν TH ἐκκλησίᾳ 
προφητικὰ χαρίσματα ἐχόντων, καὶ παντοδαπαῖς λαλούντων 
διὰ τοῦ Πνεύματος γλώσσαις, καὶ τὰ κρύφια τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
eis φανερὸν ἀγόντων ἐπὶ τῷ συμφέροντι. And in these in- 
stances, as well as in some others which I have named, he uses 
the present tense, δαέμονας ἐλαύνουσι, πρόγνωσιν ἔχουσι, 
TOUS κώμνοντας ἰῶνται, χαρίσματα ἐχόντων, παντοδαπαῖν 
γλώσσαις λαλούντων, τὰ κρύφια τῶν ἀνθρώπων ets φανερὸν 
ἀγόντων. But when the miracle of raising the dead is 
touched on, the expressions are less definite, seepe evenit fieri, 
πολλάκις, the phrase indefinite as to time—o Kupsos, οἱ 
ἀπόστολοι, ἡ πᾶσα ἐκκλησία, the language again indefinite 
as to agents—So the tense in these cases is no longer the 
present, but the aorist, τὸ πνεῦμα τοῦ τετέλευτηκότον 
ἐπέστρεψε, the spirit of the dead returned—éyapio@n, he was 
granted to the prayers of the saints—vexpot ἠγέρθησὰν καὶ 
παρέμειναν σὺν ἡμῖν, the dead have been raised up, and have 
continued with us. There is something remarkable, at least, 
in the change of tense, something which, when coupled with 
the looser construction of the sentences, would lead us to 
think that though Irenzeus had no doubt of the fact of the 
resurrection of the dead having been effected by the brethren, 
he had not witnessed a case with his own eyes. 

Papias, a Bishop of Hierapolis of the second century, has 
left it on record, through Eusebius, who has preserved his tes- 
timony,' that he had received it from the daughters of 
Philip the Apostle, that one was raised from the dead in 
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Philip’s time’; by whom, or in what place, is not specified, 
though we might suppose that Hierapolis was the scene: but 
the manner in which it is mentioned by Papias, would lead 
to the conclusion that even in his day, and he was a hearer of 
John, that particular miracle, though wrought, was rare. But 
here we have a witness to miracles in another part of the 
world, Asia Minor. 

Theophilus, he too of the second century, a man of learning, 
a Bishop, and still in another region, Antioch, affirms the 
same fact, and much in the same way as the last two. He 
introduces his correspondent Autolycus saying, “Show me 
a man who has been raised from the dead, and I will believe ;” 
to which challenge Theophilus replies, “ Much thanks to you 
for such a belief, and yet you believe in Hercules and A‘scula- 
pius coming to life again. Perhaps I shall even show you- 
a dead man raised and living, and yet you will not believe 
this.”* We must remember that the challenge, put into the 
mouth of Autolycus, is in fact introduced to the reader by 
Theophilus himself; who would not, we may suppose, have 
volunteered it, had he felt the question to be a staggering one. 
The fair inference from his words seems to be, that he, like 
Papias and Irenzeus, made no doubt of instances of resurrec- 
tion from the dead having occurred, though he had none to 
give of his own experience. | 

Tertullian is another witness to the existence of miracu- 
lous powers in the Primitive Church in his own time, and 
still in ἃ district far removed from any we have yet referred 
to, Carthage and its neighbourhood. His testimony is given 
with the same confidence as to some of the miracles, and the 
same reserve as to others, which we have already discovered 
in other of the Fathers. In his Apology addressed to the 
governors of proconsular Africa, persons of intelligence, there- 
fore, and not to be duped by a bold claim laid by Christians 
to faculties which they did not in reality enjoy ; writing, 
I say, to such men as these, Tertullian uses languaye like the 
following. “Let any one who 18. confessedly under the in- 
fluence of demoniacal possession, be brought here before your 
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tribunal. If the spirit be commanded by any Christian to 
speak, he shall as truly confess himself to be a demon as in 
other places he falsely professes himself to be a god ;”' with 
much more to the same purpose. There may be some extra- 
vagance or incaution in the mere wording of the passage, but 
it 1s impossible not to believe that Tertullian considered he 
was perfectly safe in the challenge ; and that his substantial 
meaning was, that exorcism was practised so successfully by 
Christians, that the result could not be denied by heathens. 
Again, in his “ De Exhortatione Castitatis,”? whilst describing 
the advantages which accrue from the exercise of the virtue 
of chastity, he says, “ Then if a man prays, he finds himself 
near heaven; if he applies himself to the Scriptures, he is 
wholly intent on them ; if he adjures a devil, he has confi- 
dence in himself (si demonem adjurat, confidit sibi).” There 
is something in the very natural and casual way in which he 
here mentions exorcism, that gives one the utmost reliance in 
his own belief at least in the possession of that virtue by 
the Church. The same may be said of another passage in 
the De Idololatria, “Can he (i. 6. he whose trade minis- 
ters to idolatry) exorcise with any degree of consistency, 
when he is the very man, who has been feeding these evil 
spirits, whom he evokes? If he casts out a devil, let him not 
flatter himself that it is effected by his faith.”’* The same of 
a third in the “ De Spectaculis,” ὁ “ Want we pleasure (which 
those are in pursuit of who frequent these spectacles), what 
higher pleasure than the contempt of pleasure? the spurning 
of the world? true liberty? a clear conscience? a contented 
life? no fear of death? to trample upon the gods of the 
nations ? to expel demons? to work cures? to seek revela- 
tions ? to live to God ? These are the spectacles of Christians.”’ 
Again, Tertullian speaks without any hesitation on the subject 
of visions; “I know that one of the brethren,” says he “ was 
grievously chastised by a vision the same night that the slaves 
had decorated his house with garlands ..... yet he had 
not ordered it to be done;”* as though the party had him- 
self informed him of the fact. And again, “There is at this 


! Tertullian, Apol. c. xxiii. —De Spectaculis, ο. xxix. 
? De Exhortatione Castitatis, ὁ. x. δ Scio fratrem per visionem eddem 
8 De Idololatria, c. xi. nocte castigatum graviter, &c.—De Ido- 


* Quod dsemonia expellis ? quod me- | lolatrid, 6. xv. 
dicinas facis? quod revelationes petis ? 
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day amongst us a sister who is endowed with the gift of 
revelations. These she experiences by ecstacy in the spirit at 
church amidst the solemnities of the Lord’s day.” ' And then 
follows an account of her having seen a disembodied soul in 
one of these trances; the woman, no doubt, having herself 
related the incident. Again, in a still more remarkable pas- 
sage, if I understand it right, “ Nebuchadnezzar dreamed a 
dream from God, and almost the greater part of mankind get 
a knowledge of God through visions ; "2 as though the Spirit 
of God was very active in those days in producing an im- 
pression on the world through this channel. He, too, speaks 
of the miracle of raising the dead, but in terms which lead 
us to think that he knew of no case since the Apostles’ time. 
Having argued that demons cannot evoke the spirits of the 
dead, but must have counterfeited them when they seemed to 
do so; and that the case of the rich man and Lazarus shows 
that the spirits of the dead cannot visit the earth, he pro- 
ceeds, “ besides, in the instances of the resurrection, when the 
power of God by the Prophets, or by Christ, or by the 
Apostles, restored souls to their bodies, it was done according 
to such substantial, palpable, satisfactory truth, as decided 
that such ought to be the form that truth on such occasions 
should take; and that whenever any exhibition of the dead, 
of an incorporeal nature was pretended, it. was to be regarded 
as a fraud.”* Here, we see, he makes the agents of these 
resurrections the Prophets, Christ, and his Apostles; but no 
others. 

It is evident that Tertullian, like several of these authors 
before him, is not indiscriminate in his assertion of miracu- 
lous powers in the Church, but that whilst he is positive with 
respect to some, with respect to others he is cautious. 

The only passage, says Bishop Kaye,* which he had found 
in the writings of Clemens Alexandrinus, that has any bear- 
ing on the question of the evidence of miraculous powers in 
the Church, is in the extracts from the writings of Theodotus,° 
if that epitome be justly ascribed to him—‘“ The Valentinians 


’De Anima, 6. ix. Clemens Alexandrinus, p. 468. 
Ὁ Nabuchodonosor divinitus somniat:| ὅ Excerpta ex scriptis Theodoti et 
et major pene vis hominum ex visio- | doctrina orientali.—§ xxiv. p. 975, Pot- 


* nibus Deum discunt.—c, xlvii, ter's Ed. of Clemens. ‘This Theodotus 


5. o. Ivii. was probably a Valentinian, anterior in 
‘Bishop Kaye on the Writings of ! date to Clemens. 
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say that the Spirit which each of the Prophets specially pos- 
sessed for the purposes of his ministry, was poured forth on 
all the members of the Church. Hence the signs of the 
Spirit, cures of diseases and prophecies, are accomplished 
through the Church.” Clemens’ comment then is (supposing 
this work to be his), “they are ignorant that the Paraclete, 
who now works proximately im the Church, is of the same 
essence and power with him who worked proximately under 
the Old Testament.” 

There is, however, a paragraph in an undisputed writing of 
Clemens, the Stromata, which may be considered, I think, to 
have some relation to this question. “The proof that our — 
Saviour is the very Son of God is this—the prophecies preceding 
his advent, and proclaiming him ; the testimonies concerning 
him, accompanying his sensible birth ; and his powers preached 
and openly shown after his ascension ’’ '—wmiracles subse- 
quent to his ascension certainly affirmed, but nothing deter- 
mined as to how long subsequent, or whether active even at 
that time. Whatever this testimony may amount to, it is 
that of avery learned and inquisitive man, and is drawn 
from yet another district of Christendom, Alexandria. 

Minucius Felix, a layman and a lawyer, and a dweller at 
Rome, challenges in the same uncompromising language as we 
have seen so many before him employ, any denial of the 
notorious fact that the Christians had the power of exorcism? ; 
“Saturn and Serapis and Jupiter, and whatever other demon 
ye worship, subdued by pain, declare what they are, and 
cannot be supposed to tell lies to their own discredit, especially 
when many of you are standing by. Believing them to be 
demons on their own testimony, for when adjured by the 
true, the very God, they reluctantly tremble in the bodies 
they possess, and come out, either forthwith or by degrees, 
according to the faith of the sufferer or the grace of the 
healer.” 

Origen, whether we regard his evidence as that of an in- 
habitant of Egypt, of Palestine, of Cappadocia, of Nicomedia, 
of Athens, or of Arabia, for during the course of his unsettled 
life he appears to have been a sojourner in all these countries, 


' Πρὸς δὲ καὶ μετὰ τὴν ἀνάληψιν | Stromat. VI. καὶ xv. p. 801. " 
κηρυσσόμεναί τε καὶ ἐμφανῶς δεικνύ- 2 Minucius Felix, Octav. 6. ΧΧΥ͂Ι. 
μεναι δυνάμεις αὐτοῦ. ---- Clem. Alex. 
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furnishes evidence to the same effect as before—indeed, much 
more copiously than any other of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 
and in terms so moderate and unimpassioned as to entitle 
it to the greater -attention. Thus, in his treatise against 
Celsus, he speaks of the spirit of Christianity being demon- 
strated by prophecies, and “its power by those miraculous 
powers which we may show to exist both by many other 
arguments, and by the traces of them being yet preserved 
amongst those who lived according to the preaching of the 
Gospel.”? And again, in the same treatise, in the same 
remarkable phrase, he objects to the Jews, that “There is no 
longer any sign of Divinity being amongst them, for that there 
are no longer prophets por miracles, of which the traces, at 
least, are in some sort found amongst Christians, and even 
more than the traces; and if we are to be believed who 
say so,” he adds, “we have ourselves seen them.”” And 
again, “The signs of the Holy Ghost were displayed at the 
beginning of the preaching of Jesus; after his assumption, 
more ; afterwards, fewer; though even now there are traces 
of it with a few persons who have their souls purged by reason 
(or the Word) and by behaviour according to it.”* And 
again,* “ And still traces (ἔχνη) of that Holy Spirit, which was 
seen in the form of a dove, are retained (cweras) amongst 
Christians. They eject demons, they perform cures, and they 
enjoy some visions of things future, according to the will of 
the Word. And though Celsus, or the Jew whom he intro- 
duces, may laugh at what I shall say, nevertheless it shall be 
spoken, because many, as it were, against their will have 
come over to Christianity, a certain spirit suddenly turning 
their minds from: hating the word to being ready to die for it, 
and presenting them with the phantasm of a vision or dream. 
For we have ascertained many such things, which if we should 
write down, though ourselves having been present with them 
and seen them, we should afford matter of derision to un- 


'°Ex τοῦ ἴχνη δὲ αὐτῶν ἔτι σώ- 
(eoOa παρὰ τοῖς κατὰ τὸ βούλημα 
τοῦ λόγου Biovor.—Origen, Contra Cel- 
sum, I. § 2. 

2 Ὧν κἂν ἴχνη ἐπὶ ποσὸν παρὰ 
Χριστιανοῖς εὑρίσκεται, καί τινά γε 
μείζονα, καὶ εἰ πιστοί ἐσμεν λέγοντες 
ἑωράκαμεν καὶ ἡμεῖς.---Οτίμοη, Contra 
Celsum, II. § 8. The Benedictine edi- 


tor would translate μείζονα “ majora 
quam olim apud Judeos.” See the in- 
dex to that edition, Ὁ. 971, “ Miracula.” 

5 Ὕστερον δὲ ἐλάττονα' πλὴν καὶ 
νῦν ἔτι ἴχνη ἐστὶν αὐτοῦ παῤ ὀλίγοις, 
τὰς ψυχὰς τῷ λόγῳ καὶ ταῖς κατ᾽ αὐτὸν 
πράξεσι xexaBapperns.—Origen, Con- 
tra Celsum, VII. § 8. 

41. § 46. 
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believers; for they suppose that we, like those whom they 
know to invent such things, invent them also. But God is 
the witness of our conscience, that it does not desire to recom- 
mend the divine doctrine of Jesus by false tales, but by clear 
and various arguments.” Once more,’ when replying to the 
objection of Celsus, that Jesus did no magnificent action which 
bespoke him to be God, he observes, “It is a magnificent act 
of Jesus, that even to this day those whom God pleases are 
healed in his name.” And again, when contending against 
the same antagonist for the superior claims of Jesus to be 
accounted a God over those of Atsculapius, he observes how 
few there were who believed in Atsculapius, “ whereas we can 
exhibit an unspeakable number of Greeks and barbarians, 
who confess Jesus. And some show signs of having received 
extraordinary endowments through that faith by their powers 
of healing ; using over the patients no other invocation than 
God above alt, and the name of Jesus, together with the 
history concerning him. For we have ourselves seen many 
thus delivered from severe maladies, and frenzies, and in- 
sanity, and numberless other complaints, such as neither man ° 
nor demon could cure.”* Here, then, we see that Origen 
asserts a residue only of the miraculous Spirit which was once 
so operative in the Church to be then remaining in it, and 
speaks of traces only of it as then to be found, as though the 
age of miracles was passing away ; but he still does insist on 
the actual existence of that spirit of miracles, and affirms that 
demons were still ejected, cures still wrought, and visions still 
vouchsafed, of which he himself, whatever scoffers might say to 
the contrary, had been a living witness—the moderation of 
the language in which this announcement 1s made, I repeat, a 
strong pledge for the truth of the facts it announces, anc of the 
competency of the testimony. 

The last contemporary authority which I shall ates 18 
Cyprian. His testimony to the continuance of a miraculous 
interference in the affairs of the Church, I would say, rather 


' Origen, Contra Celsum, II. § 88. φάνειαι οὐκ εὐκαταφρόνητοι ἐπιτελοῦν- 
3 Τούτοις καὶ ἡμεῖς ἑωράκαμεν ται. And § 86. Εἰ γὰρ μὴ θεόθεν ἦν 
πολλοὺς ἀπαλλαγέντας χαλεπῶν συμ- ] αὐτῷ δοθεῖσα σύστασις, οὐκ ἂν καὶ 
πτωμάτων .---111. § 24. See also Con- δαίμονες τῷ ὀνόματι αὐτοῦ ἀπαγγελλο- 
tra Celsum, III. § 28. Kara τοὺς ἑξῆς μένῳ μόνον εἴκοντες ἀνεχώρουν ἀπὸ τῶν 
χρόνους’ ἐν οἷς οὐκ ὀλίγαι θεραπεῖαι | bn’ αὐτῶν πολεμουμένων. 
τῷ ᾿Ιησοῦ ὀνόματι καὶ ἄλλαι τινὲς ἐπι 
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than the continuance of miraculous powers in it, is express 
and positive, chiefly, however, manifested by visions vouchsafed 
to himself or other conspicuous members of it. 

In Ep. liv. he writes,’ “We are aware that another perse- 
cution is coming on, and are admonished by visions to prepare 
for the conflict, and draw together Christ’s soldiers into the 
camp.” Again, in the same,” “Wherefore, at the suggestion 
of the Holy Spirit, and after that the Lord hath admonished 
us by many and clear visions that the enemy is at hand, we 
have thought well to gather Christ’s soldiers into the camp.” 
Again, in Ep. lxiii.,* “Wherefore, my brethren, if any of our 
predecessors, through ignorance, did otherwise than Christ’s 
example in this teaches, let us who have been admonished by 
Christ (to this effect) mix the cwp, and direct by letter our 
colleagues to do the same, that the rule may be uniform.” 
Again, in Ep. lxix., to Pupianus, who had slandered him,* 
“If you show penitence, I may receive you again into com- 
munion, respect, however, being still had to this, that I first 
consult the Lord, whether by some ostensible warrant he will 
allow the peace of the Church to be granted you, and your 
readmission to be ratified, for I remember what manifestation 
hath been made to me already,” &c.; and then he adds,° 


_ “although I am aware that dreams seem ridiculous to some, 


and visions foolishness, but it is so to those who had rather 
believe what is against the Priest than the Priest.. But no 
wonder, since Joseph’s. brethren said to him, ‘Behold this 
dreamer cometh, come let us slay him ;’ and yet that dreamer 
was confirmed, and his murderers were confound Again, 
in the “De Mortalitate,’® “when a certain colleague and 
brother Priest of ours anxious for death, prayed for his pass- 
port, there stood near him, when now at the point of death, 
a youth of venerable aspect, tall and striking ...... and 
said, Are you afraid to suffer?” &c. This, however, is a 
vision experienced by another, and by him when at the point 
of death. , 

Finally, there is a passage in Eusebius,’ which occurs in a 
short preface with which he introduces the fragment of the 
letter of the martyrs of Lyons, to the following effect. ‘“ Mon- 


1 Ep. liv. § 1. ἐς 10. 
2 § 5. 6 De Mortalitate, § xix. 
* Ixiii. § 17. T Eusebius, Eccles. Hist, v. ὁ. 3. 


4 Ixix. §§ 9, 10. 
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tanus and Alcibiades and Theodotus in Phrygia being then 
for the first time accounted by many to have the power 
of prophesying, for as there were very many other miracles of 
‘Divine grace even yet at that period wrought in different 
Churches, these created a belief in many that those persons 
also possessed the power of prophesying,’—a passage which, 
as on the one hand it seems to show that Eusebius had no 
idea that miracles were wrought in his own time, so does it 
seem equally to show, on the other hand, that he had no 
doubt they were wrought in the time of Montanus, Alci- 
biades, and Theodotus, or in the second century. 

These, then, are not, indeed, all the notices we have of con- 
temporary miracles, or supernatural agency, in the writings 
of the Fathers of the first three centuries, but they are a very 
large portion of them, and are the facts in kind, if not quite in 
number, on which we have to build up.our conclusions. 

Now, in the first place, I must remark, what, indeed, I have 
partly done already in the course of the short comments I have 
given on the passages I have produced,—I must remark, that 
the witnesses, In many cases the eye-witnesses, who thus 
speak to the existence of extraordinary powers and extra- 
ordinary visitations in the Church of their own times, are 
men of various natural temperaments ; their very writings 
prove it ; calm, as Irenzeus; or impetuous, as Tertullian—are 
men of more than one profession, for Minucius was a lawyer 
and so was Tertullian in his early days—are men, several of 
them, of great reading and knowledge, and of much expe- 
rience; the infinite number of authors they some of them 
cite, the course of studies they describe themselves as having 
in several instances passed through, and the wide extent of 
the travels through which we can trace them, whether taken 
of choice or of necessity, and taken, moreover, in times the 
most stirring, being all pledges of that knowledge and expe- 
rience—are men quite alive to the necessity of distinguishing 
between miracles and works of magic and conjuration, 80 
common in their days ; and of sifting the cases, which claimed 
to be supernatural, with that object especially in view’; 


1 See, e.g. Contra Celsum, I. § 68, | ὑπονοίας γοητείας), and elsewhere when 
and IJ. § 50 (λεγέτω τις οὖν ἡμῖν el | he replies to the charge of the Jew in 
δύναταί τι τῶν ἐν τῷ εὐαγγελίῳ ἢ τῶν | Celsus, that the miracles of Jesus were 
παρὰ τῷ ἀποστόλω χώραν παρέχειν | wrought by magic. 
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dwelling’ particularly, as some of them do, on the moral 
reformation which the proceedings of Jesus wrought on his 
followers, an effect so contrary even to that produced by 
magicians and conjurers on their dupes'—are men of un- 
questionable love for truth, enthusiastic zeal for it, submitting 
as they did for its sake to innumerable hardships and dangers 
in life, and some amongst them even to death itself—I say 
that when we consider that men of this character are the 
witnesses to the existence of these supernatural agencies in 
that age, we cannot but think their testimony weighty, or as 
our old writers would say, considerable, more especially when 
we call to mind that they speak from so many different 
quarters of the world, and still concur in the assertion of the 
fact itself—from Asia Minor, from Palestine, from Africa, 
from Gaul, from Italy. It is almost impossible, I repeat, to 
believe that there are not some substantial grounds for such 
@ mass of assertion: and however some particulars of it may 
embarrass us, as 6. g. the affirmation of Tertullian that the 
exorcism could be practised by any Christian, “a quolibet 
Christiano ;”” whether the expression be a mere loose one, or 
whether the word “ quolibet” be used by him in a sense of 
his own, which any one familiar with his style may well con- 
sider probable ; or, as that other declaration of Irenseus, that 
even Jews could eject evil spirits too in the name of Jehovah, 
though the case of the Jews, who were exorcists, in the Acts," 
proves that the evil spirits were indifferent to their adjuration 
by that name; or, as that of Origen, who ascribes a virtue to 
the name of the God of Abraham and of Isaac and of Jacob, 
by which demons were ejected by those who were not Jews as 
well as by Jews‘—however, I say, these and other like diffi- 


1 See Contra Celsum, IT. § 44, and 
again § 50. Tis γὰρ τὸν κρείττονα ‘Busy, 
καὶ συστέλλοντα τὰ τῆς κακίας i oa 
pat ἐπὶ τὸ ἔλαττον, εὖ ς φησὶν ἀπὸ 
ἀπάτης γίνεσθαι ; 

2 ‘Tertullian, Apol. 6. Xxiii, 

® Acts xix. 13, 

4 See Contra Celsum, IV. §§ 33. 85, 
and V. § 45, in which latter passage he 
says, “if the names Abraham, Isaac, 
and Jacob were translated into their 
equivalent meaning in the Greek, the 
phrase would have no more effect than 
the most indifferent words :” though it 


is remarkable that when giving further 
instances of the like effect produced by 
the names Israel], Sabaoth, Adonai, 
whilst expressed in the Hebrew, and of 
the inefficacy of the same when vine 
lated, he uses the expression os 
ol περὶ ταῦτα Sewol, and again, ἂν δὲ 
τηρήσωμεν αὐτὸ, προσάπτοντες οἷς οἱ 
περὶ ταῦτα δειναὶ συμπλέκειν αὐτὸ 
φήθησαν, “ but if we retain the original 
ἘΠΕῚ, coupling it with such other words 
as those who are skilful in such matters 
are used to couple it,” as though Ori- 
gen disclaimed ali such powers of 
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culties may present themselves, and may no doubt be turned to 
account by those who are disposed to disparage these early re- 
puted miracles ; still the whole stream of primitive testimony 
sets in so strongly for the fact, that extraordinary powers were 
exercised by the Church of those days, that the truth of that 
fact in the main it is extremely hard to resist. 

In the next place I will observe, that the miraculous powers 
of exorcism and of healing diseases, are those which the Fathers 
are far the most unanimous, as well as the most peremptory 
upon ; that the speaking with tongues, prophesying, discern- 
ing of spirits, and above all, the raising the dead, are powers 
asserted by them indeed, but not near so universally or so de- 
terminately as the others. And this has been made matter of 
charge against the Fathers. But, on the other hand, it may 
be, and has been contended, that the terms in which our 
blessed Lord conferred miraculous powers on his immediate 
followers, and the manner in which they are related to have 
exercised those powers, coincide with such a condition of 
things ; that they lead us to think, that the ejection of evil 
spirits and the curing of sicknesses were in fact to be, not the 
sole, but the principal fields in which the operation of the su- 
pernatural faculties, with which those followers were endowed, 
were to lie: thus, that St. Matthew tells us that our Lord’s 
charge to the Apostles, when He sent them on their first mis- 
sion, was this, “Heal the sick, cleanse the lepers, raise the 
dead, cast out devils;”' but when the Evangelist at the be- 
ginning of the same chapter had been giving a sort of head- 
ing of his own to this transaction, which he was about to 
describe a few verses afterwards, he, from whatever cause, per- 
haps because two only of the four faculties here vouchsafed 
were to be principally called into action, names but two of 
them, and those two the ejection of evil spirits and the heal- 
ing of diseases; these are his words, “And when he had called 
unto him his twelve disciples he gave them power against un- 
clean spirits to cast them out, and to heal all manner of sick- 
ness and all manner of disease:”” and that St. Mark, whether 
speaking of the same scene or of another, writes, “And he 
goeth up into a mountain, and calleth unto him whom he would ; 


incantation for himself, and devolved | testimony, where it is not so qualified, 
the onus of supporting the facts on | more valuable in other instances. 
other parties: this candour, however, ' Matt, x. 8, 
in one instance, only making Origen’s | * x. 1. 
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and they came unto him; and he ordained twelve that they 
should be with him, and that:he might send them forth to 
preach, and to have power to heal sicknesses, and to cast out 
devils ;’’' taking no notice of any other miraculous gifts, that 
were imparted to them: that when we look to the result of 
this mission of the Apostles, we find it recorded in these terms, 
“And they went out and preached that men should repent. 
And they cast out many devils, and anointed with oil many 
that were sick, and healed them ;’? no mention being made of 
their having had occasion to exercise the other two faculties 
with which they had been endowed, that of cleansing the leper, 
or of raising the dead: that so again when our blessed Lord 
despatched the other seventy, two and two, to spread the 
Gospel, his charge to them was, as St. Luke informs us, “ Heal 
the sick ;”*® and when they return and communicate to the 
Lord the success of their labours, it is in these terms, “ Lord, 
even the devils are subject unto us through thy name:”* still 
the cure of diseases, and the casting out of unclean spirits the 
two miraculous gifts to which our attention is exclusively 
drawn: that such were the commissions, and such the issue of 
them, as they were first given by our Lord to his disciples 
when they had to act on them during his sojourn ainongst men, 
as we find the facts recorded in the Gospels: but that after 
his resurrection, and before He went away, the final charge 
which He delivered to them was this, “Go ye into all the 
world, and preach the Gospel to every creature. He that be- 
lieveth and is baptized shall be saved; but he that believeth 
not shall be damned. And these signs shall follow them that 
believe; in my name shall they cast owt devils; they shall 
speak with new tongues; they shall take up serpents ; and if 
they drink any deadly thing, it shall not hurt them ; they shall 
lay hands on the sick, and they shall recover ;”* and if we 
consider the former charge as still in force, which we must, to 
the several powers here put into the disciples’ hands, those of 
cleansing the leper, and of raising the dead must be added : 
that if, however, we examine the manner in which this charge 
-was actually carried into effect, the actual use that was made 
of these gifts in the Acts of the Apostles ; just asin the other 
case we traced the result of the mission in the Gospels ; we 


) Mark iii. 15, 14, 15. 3 Luke x. 9. 43.17, 
3 vi, 12, 18. δ Mark xvi. 15-18, 
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shall find, as before, that of all the powers here allotted to the 
disciples, those of casting out devils and healing disease were 
still the two primary ones: that we have indeed instances of 
the dead being raised, but only two such instances, that of 
Tabitha, and that of Eutychus; three instances of the gift of 
tongues, that at Pentecost; that at Cornelius’ house'; and 
that, when Paul laid his hands on John’s disciples at Ephesus, 
twelve in number’; though in the Epistle to the Corinthians® 
there is incidentdl evidence of the use of tongues in that 
Church : that we have no instance of the cleansing of a leper : 
and none of poison having been drunk by a disciple with im- 
punity ; and but one of protection from the bite of a serpent : 
yet that numbers of instances of the ejection of devils, and of 
the cure of diseases are presented to us! “They brought forth 
the sick into the streets, and laid them on beds and couches, 
that at the least the shadow of Peter passing by might over- 
shadow some of them. There came also a multitude out of 
the cities round about Jerusalem, bringing sick folks, and 
them that were vexed with wnclean spirits; and they were 
healed every one ;’’* and again, when Philip went down to 
Samaria, and the people gave heed to the things which he 
spake, hearing and seeing the miracles which he did; what 
were those miracles? “ Unclean spirits, crying with loud 
voice, came out of many that were possessed with them: and 
many taken with palsies, and that were lame, were healed ; 
and there was great joy in that city;”° and again, when 
special miracles were wrought by the hands of Paul at 
Ephesus, we are told that “from his body were brought unto 
the sick handkerchiefs or aprons, and the diseases departed 
from them, and the evil spirits went out of them:”® that if 
then we find the instances of the gift of tongues, of prophecy, 
and above all of raising the dead, few in number as recorded 
in ecclesiastical writings, as compared with the instances of 
casting out devils and healing diseases ; the same is true with 
respect to the Canonical Scriptures ; and that the coincidence 
is in itself remarkable, if we consider that the fact does not 
perhaps strike us even in the Canonical Scriptures till our 
attention happens to be called to it, and we investigate the 
question : and that if such be the case, it 18 no matter for 


' Acts x. 46. 2 xix. 6. 4 Acts v. 16, 4 viii. 7, 8. 
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wonder, if miracles which were more sparingly wrought, and 
which therefore had been witnessed by comparatively few 
persons, should be spoken of with less certainty by the 
Fathers ; none of whom profess to have been themselves the 
agents of them: and that it is not reasonable to expect that 
Theophilus, 6. 5. or Irenseus should affirm contemporary cases 
of resurrection from the dead, as if they were things of 
ordinary occurrence, when even in the Acts of the Apostles, 
the number of such cases left on record is*extremely limited, 
though the accounts of such as are found there are so circum- 
stantial, in this respect so greatly differing from those of 
the Fathers, as to carry conviction to the mind at once. 
Furthermore, it is argued, that though there is something 
distinct from miraculous agency in visions and dreams, of 
which, as we have seen, the later of the Ante-Nicene Fathers 
more especially speak very positively and very often; and 
though some may be enumerated which have no pretension 
to be reckoned amongst Divine communications, yet it is not 
easy to reject them all, attested as they are by persons of 
credit, who had the means of judging from results, and in 
action, as they are represented to have been, at peculiarly 
critical periods of the Church: that certainly the vision may 
often seem prompted by the circumstances of the party at 
the moment, as the visions which informed Cyprian of an ap- 
proaching persecution, and might be resolvable into natural 
causes; but that still the same might be said of St. Peter's 
vision, which was no doubt closely connected with his physical 
wants at the time, for there is evidently a relation between 
his being “hungry” before the vision came on, and the 
character of the viston itself, which exhibited to him “ four- 
footed beasts of the earth, and wild beasts, and creeping things, 
and fowls of the air,” which he was to: “kill and eat; ”! and 
the sacred narrative clearly means to mark that relation ; and 
yet after all, that vision was made the vehicle of a revelation 
from God to guide his future conduct: and that we may say 
in general of early ecclesiastical visions, what we have said of 
early ecclesiastical miracles, that such phenomena are precisely 
in accordance with the proceedings of God as described in 
the Acts; of which visions are as remarkable a characteristic 
as casting out devils or healing diseases: and indeed, that 
1 Acts x. 10-12. 
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St. Peter’s first sermon prepares us for them, where he quotes 
from the prophet Joel, that “it shall come to pass in the last 
days, saith God, I will pour out of my Spirit upon all flesh : 
and your song and your daughters shall prophesy, and your 
young men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream 
dreams :”' that accordingly, St. Stephen sees our Lord before 
he is dragged forth to martyrdom”: and Saul was converted 
by a vision*®:; and there was the vision of Cornelius‘: and a 
vision appeared to Paul, when “there stood a man of Mace- 
donia ;”*° and at Corinth Christ spake to Paul “by a vision, 
Be not afraid :” ° and in prison “the Lord stood by Paul and 
said, Be of good cheer :”’ and aboard ship an angel stood by 
him “saying, Fear not, Paul, thou must be brought before 
Cesar :” ® and more examples might be added, 

All this, 1 say, is contended ; with what success I will not 
peremptorily pronounce ; but leave it to thoughtful men to 
weigh and consider ; at the same time adding, in conclusion, 
that whilst we contemplate this difficult question on the whole, 
we must remember that we do not rest ecclesiastical miracles 
or visions merely on the testimony of the Fathers to the facts, 
but we have it on the authority of revelation itself, that as 
the Apostles received the power of working miracles from 
Christ, so did some of those at least on whom the Apostles 
laid their hands, receive a power of doing the same from them. 
Thus we read in the sixth chapter of the Acts,® that the 
Apostles laid their hands on the seven Deacons ; and we are 
then told,” that forthwith Stephen, one of the seven, “did 
great wonders and miracles among the people:” and again," 
that the people of Samaria “with one accord gave heed unto 
these things which Philip spake,” another of the seven, 
“hearing and seeing the miracles which he did ;” so that the 
question only is, how far this virtue was transmitted ; through 
what successive generations it lived. And though the Bishop 
of Lincoln’s theory”? is one which is well calculated to reconcile 
a sceptical age to the acceptance of ecclesiastical miracles in a 
degree, and though I have sometimes felt inclined to adopt it 
myself, yet on further reading and further examination of the 
subject, I am led to doubt if the testimony of the Fathers can 
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be squared to it, if it will satisfy the conditions of the case. 
The cessation of all miracles with the lives of those persons, 
on whom the Apostles themselves laid their hands, for that 
is the theory, would imply that miracles could not have been 
wrought in the middle of the third century, and yet Origen’s 
testimony, which, as we have seen, is singularly candid and 
eautious, and on that- account is deserving of more than 
ordinary respect, clearly and repeatedly, indeed more fre- 
quently than any other of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, affirms 
them to have co-existed with him, though in a less abundant 
measure than they once did; and Cyprian supports him: nor 
can such testimony be satisfactorily or safely explained away, 
I think, by the supposition of “a combined operation of pre- 
judice and policy; of prejudice, which made the parties 
reluctant to believe the cessation of miracles ; of policy, which 
made them anxious to conceal it.” ὦ 


1 Account of the writings of Tertullian, p. 93. 
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LECTURE VIL. 


Use of the Fathers in the inquiry concerning the nature and construction of the 
Church. The outline of it, which may be inferred from the Acts and the Apos- 
tolical Epistles, filled up by them. A standing ministry deriving its authority 
from the Apostles, and consisting of three Orders, included in their definition 
of it. Direct proof of this from the Fathers themselves: indirect, from the 
practice of heretics. Incidental character of the evidence. Variety of quarters 
from which it is drawn. Conclusion in the words of Hooker. 


[HERE is another field of theological inquiry, which it is 

impossible to occupy with any effect without the aid of 
the early Fathers: that relating to the nature and con- 
struction of the Church. Antiquity becomes in this province 
more especially the hand-maid of Scripture, and the Priest of 
the Church of England will find it eminently to his advantage 
here to fulfil his Ordination vow, and be diligent not only in 
reading the Holy Scriptures, but also “In such studies as 
help to the knowledge of the same.” Our blessed Lord, 
indeed, remained upon earth after his resurrection forty days, 
and during that tine was “Speaking of the things pertaining 
to the kingdom of God.”' But what his injunctions probably 
were, we have to gather from the course of events which 
followed, and from the shape which the Church began to take; 
the formation of it partly discovered in the Acts of the 
Apostles and the Epistles (for in these writings it exhibits a 
much more organized aspect than it did in the Gospels), and 
more fully developed in the writings of the Sub-Apostolic 
Fathers; these latter, however, be it remembered, not engaged 
in proclaiming and enforcing peculiar views of their own on 
this subject in the spirit of polemics, but simply betraying the 
structure which the Church had assumed in their time, its 
orderly uniformity,? the elements of it, as represented in the 
Acts and Epistles, thus completed and filled up. 


' Actsi.8. There may seem to be | nus, Epist. I. § xliv. 
an allusion to one of these conversa- 2 See Ireneus V. c. xx. δ 1. Eandem 
tions of our Lord on the future struc- | figuram ejus, que est erga ecclesiam, 
ture of the Church in Clemens Roma- | ordinationis custodientibus, 
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The Fathers, then, understand the Church to be a body 
of persons called out of the world, amongst whom the doc- 
trine is taught and the Sacraments administered, which Christ 
“delivered, and which his Apostles and their successors per- 
petuated from generation to generation.’ This standing 
ministry they ever represent, right or wrong, as deriving its 
virtue and authority from the commission first conveyed to 
the Apostles by Christ himself, and passed on from them to 
those who did or should succeed them by imposition of hands,’ 
by vicarious ordination.* They appeal to this succession as 
the test of the validity of that ministry,‘ as the guarantee 
for the interpretation of Scripture sanctioned by the Church 
being Apostolical, “and accordingly sound; no other inter- 
pretation having the same safeguard.° They actually trace 
it down. to their own times in some instances, and profess to 
abstain from doing so in all other instances simply as being 
withheld by the tediousness of the task,® the succession in 
every Church being regular.’ Those who withdrew from 
this ministry, thus limited, they regard as withdrawing from 
the Church, falling away from the truth, and as guilty of 
heresy and schism.® This ministry they uniformly describe 
as consisting of three Orders, Bishops, Priests, and Deacons. 
They do not assert it in direct terms only, though in direct 
terms they do assert it, but incidentally also. They evidently 
presume it on all occasions. Ner is it one Father only that 
does so, but all; or, at least, all who touch upon the subject. 
The question does not rest upon any narrow basis, but if any 
one testimony were withdrawn, ample would remain. Here, 
as in so many other cases, the Fathers only take up a matter 
where the Scripture has laid it down. The dawn is in the 
one, the day in the other. We find Deacons mentioned in 
_ Scripture’; we find Presbyters°; we find Presbyters and 


' Treneus, Preef. lib. V. ibi discere oportet veritatem, apud quos 
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Apostles as.united in act, yet distinguished in order'; w 
find those who were commissioned to rebuke some Pres- 
byters and to reward some others with double honour’; to 
regulate the supply of ministers to the Church by a careful 
imposition of hands*®; one such superior person or angel 
having the superintendence in each local Church.‘ 

We discover these same distinctions reappearing in the 
short work of Hermas, which, whether the composition of 
St. Paul’s friend or no, is certainly a work of the first 
_century : Apostles, and Bishops, and Doctors, and Ministers 
(Apostoli, et Episcopi, et Doctores, et Ministri*) being, 
according to him, the several divisions of the hierarchy ; 
Ministri an obvious translation of διάκονοι; Doctores being 
no less equivalent to Presbyteri, for Tertullian uses the same 
word in this sense, “si Episcopus, si Diaconus .. . si Doctor 
lapsus fuerit;”° and Cyprian actually talks of Presbyteri 
Doctores, explaining the one term by the other.’ , 

Clemens Romanus leads us to draw the same inference with 
respect to the ranks of the clergy. He is enforcing on the 
quarrelsome Church of Corinth greater subordination and 
harmony. He intimates that it 1s God’s pleasure that 
prayers should be offered at stated seasons, at stated places, 
and by stated persons. “They, therefore, who make their 
oblations,” he continues, “at the times appointed, are 
accepted and blessed, for following the laws of the Lord they 
err not. For to the chief Priest are assigned his proper 
offices, and their proper part is assigned to the Priests, and 
their proper services are imposed upon the Levites. The lay- 
man is bound by the laws of the layman. Let each of you, 
then, brethren, in his own order (ἐν τῷ ἰδίῳ τάγματι) give 
thanks to God with a good conscience, not overstepping’ the 
appointed rule of his ministration, in all gravity.”* What 
could the illustration mean, when addressed to a Christian 
congregation quarrelling about their pastors, but a parallel 
‘between the Jewish and the Christian Priesthood? He then 
proceeds to tell historically of the Apostles planting in 
countries and cities the first fruits of their disciples as Bishops 
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and Deacons': the term Bishops, here synonymous with Pres- 
byters, the Apostles yet being alive, and consequently the 
terms Bishop and Presbyter being yet confounded ; the three 
orders, Apostles, Bishops (2. 6. Presbyters), and Deacons, cor- 
responding to the High Priest, Priest, and Levite, of whom 
Clemens has spoken just before ; as after the death of the 
Apostles and the distinction established between the Bishop 
and Presbyter, the Bishop, Priest, and Deacon were the 
designations of the same. 

The testimony of Ignatius on this subject is notorious. 
I confess I have seen nothing yet in the revived controversy 
on the genuineness of the ordinary copies of the Epistles of 
Ignatius, which seems to me weighty enough to set aside the 
verdict of Bishop Pearson—a verdict arrived at after an 
investigation the most elaborate, and by one whose quali- 
fications for such a task (as all parties, I suppose, would 
allow) have never been approached by any theologian since 
his time. Bishop Pearson, then, not only is satisfied with the 
authority of the shorter Epistles, but further records his calm 
opinion of them, by deliberately quoting from the Epistle to 
the Trallians one of the most pointed passages in the whole 
series in his Exposition of the Creed, when, to support his 
assertion in the text, “As there is no Church where there is 
no order, no ministry ; so where the same order and ministry 
are, there is the same Church,”? he adduces in the notes the 
saying of Ignatius, that “Without Bishop, Priest, and Deacon, 
there cannot be said to be a Church’*—a maxim which, 
strange as 1t may sound in many ears, is repeated by Cyprian, 
“If any one is not with the Bishop, he is not in the Church.”’* 
But even if we reduce Ignatius to the Syriac text recently 
discovered (which, for aught that appears to the contrary, 
might be just as well supposed to be an abridgment of the 
three letters, for it gives no more, as the three letters them- 
selves), even thus his testimony to the three Orders cannot be 
stifled. “My life,” says he, even according to this reading 
of the Epistle to Polycarp, “My life for those who are 
obedient to the Bishop, the Priests, and the Deacons; may it 


' Clem. Rom. Ep. I. § xlii. 4 Si quis cum episcopo non sit, in 
3 Exposition of the Creed, p. 811, | Ecclesia non esse.—Cyprian, Ep. lxix. 
11th Edit. αὶ 8. 


8 Ignat. Ep. ad Trallianos, § iii 


Lect. 11] TO A MINISTRY OF THREE ORDERS. 333 


be mine to have my portion in God with them. Co-operate 
with one another,’’ he then continues, “striving together, run 
together, suffer together, repose together, watch together as the 
stewards of God, the assessors, the ministers,” (οἰκονόμοι, 
πάρεδροι, ὑπηρέται,.) these three terms evidently answering to 
Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, each to each, and illustrat- 
ing the difference understood to subsist among them in the 
mind of the writer. What need is there of further witness 
from him ? 

We next come to Ireneus, a Father of the highest value, 
from the light his writings cast on the state and structure of 
the Primitive Church, though composed with no such inten- 
tion, but simply in order to expose the wild and mischievous 
features of heresies, most of them long since passed away. 
Still, as these heresies violated the principles of the Church in 
so many different ways, the reply to them naturally gives 
occasion to the production and assertion of those principles ; 
and thus we obtain numerous glimpses of a Church, which 
might otherwise have been lost to us. Now, in the first 
place, it must be admitted that on several occasions where 
Trenzeus is speaking in a loose and popular sense he uses the 
terms Bishops and Priests indifferently, as we might ourselves 
do at this day, when under the word Priesthood we might 
include the Episcopate, and call in colloquial language a 
Bishop, a Priest ; and correctly enough. Thus, in one passage 
the expression “ cum episcopatiis successione,”* appears to be 
changed for “cum Presbyterii ordine,” which occurs shortly 
after.’ Again, if we compare a paragraph in Book III. e. ii. 
᾿ὃ 2, with another in 6. ili. ὃ 1, we read in the former of the 
tradition preserved in the Churches by a succession of Pres- 
byters (que per successiones Presbyterorum in ecclesiis custo- 
ditur) ; in the latter “by Bishops ordained in the Churches 
by the Apostles and their successors.” And in a fragment of 
an Epistle of Irenseus to Florinus, Polycarp is designated as a 
blessed and Apostolical Presbyter*; whereas the same Poly- 
carp is designated in the work against heresies as “Bishop of 
the Church of Smyrna.”*® I cite these passages in pure 
candour, for no man, I think, can peruse the pages of Irenseus 
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at full, and have a doubt of the evidence he affords to the 

fact of the Primitive Church being Episcopalian. Indeed, in 
these very instances there is nothing, as I have already said, 
to the contrary. For nobody disputes that in the Church 
there is a succession of Priests as well as a succession of 
Bishops, or that a Bishop may be properly called a blessed 
and Apostolical Priest. Turn we, then, to other passages in 
Irenzeus more precise and technical in their character. He 
has occasion to challenge the heretics to test their tenets by 
tradition ; by tradition properly guaranteed, beginning from 
the Apostles and continued by the Bishops, the successors of 
the Apostles, in all the Churches.’ He takes the instance of 
the Church of Rome, and traces the succession of the Bishopric 
in that see, using in every case the term ἐπίσκοπος. “They 
conferred the ministration of the Bishopric on Linus, Ana- 
cletus succeeds him. After him, in the third place from the 
Apostles, Clemens receives the Bishopric . . . Evarestus 
succeeds Clemens, and Alexander Evarestus. Then Xystus is 
in the same manner appointed, being the sixth from the 
Apostles. After him Telesphorus, who suffered a glorious 
martyrdom. Then Hyginus; then Pius; after him Anicetus. 
Soter succeeded Anicetus. And Eleutherus has at this 
moment the office of the Bishopric, the twelfth in succession 
from the Apostles.”* One Bishop and one Bishop only at a 
time, we perceive, recorded as presiding over the Church of 
Rome during this whole period. Yet the Christians, we know 
beyond all doubt, were already most numerous at Rome; 
“multitudo ingens” is the expression by which Tacitus 
designates them*; already requiring and receiving the services | 
of a large number of Presbyters. Indeed, Eusebius happens 
to tell us, on the authority of a letter written by Cornelius 
Bishop of Rome to Fabius Bishop of Antioch, not more than 
sixty or seventy years later than the period we are upon, that 
there were then at Rome forty-six Presbyters, seven Deacons, 
and seven Sub-deacons, though still only one Bishop, viz. 
Cornelius. Indeed, Cornelius, as thus reported, makes it a 
matter of keen pleasantry that Novatus, of whose schismatical 
proceedings at Rome he was writing to Fabius, whilst setting 
himself up as he did for a champion of the Gospel, o ἐκδεκητῆς 
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τοῦ εὐαγγελέου, or as Cyprian has it “assertor evangelii,”? 
did not, to be sure, know that there ought to be in a Catholic 
Church but one Bishop ; Cornelius evidently thinking that for 
a man to plume himself upon being evangelical or a scrupulous 
assertor of the Gospel, and at the same time so far to forget 
the Gospel as to imagine that there could be more than one 
Bishop in one Church, is an extreme anomaly. Look again 
at the character of the synod assembled by St.Paul at Miletus, 
as understood by Irenwus. “The Bishops,’ says he, “and 
Presbyters who were of Ephesus, and of the other neighbour- 
ing cities, having been called together.”* Yet the verse in 
the Acts runs, “He sent to Ephesus and called the elders of 
the Church.”* But in those other expressions in the same 
chapter, “Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and to all the 
flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath made you over- 
seers’ (ἐπισκόπουΞ), and “I know that ye all, among whom 
I have gone preaching the kingdom of God,’’*® Irenzeus evi- 
dently read a convocation of the ruling clergy, not of Ephesus 
only, but of all the towns about, both Bishops and Priests ; 
those Bishops, for instance, of whom St. John tells in the 
Revelation, the Bishop of Ephesus, the Bishop of Smyrna, the 
Bishop of Philadelphia, the Bishop of Sardis, the Bishop of 
Laodicea, the Bishop of Thyatira: or.those of whom Ignatius 
makes mention even according to the recital of the substance 
of his Epistles in Eusebius, letting alone the Epistles them- 
selves which we actually possess, the Bishop of Magnesia and 
the Bishop of Tralles.’ Neither does Irenzeus supply testi- 
mony for the existence of Bishops and Priests only, but of 
Deacons too; though here again by the way; for he tells us 
of a Deacon of Asia, who had been reported to him as having 
lost his wife through the intrigues of Marcus the heretic.*® 
It is impossible that this sort of unobtrusive evidence for the 
three Orders in the Primitive Church should thus escape from 
these Fathers, one after another, without the fact being sub- 
stantially true. 

We next come to the evidence furnished on this question 
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by Clemens Alexandrius, a writer on the whole as little con- 


cerned, from the nature and object of his works, with questions 
purely ecclesiastical as any that can be named.: It would not, 
indeed, have been matter of surprise, if no passage in the 
whole of them had occurred illustrating the subject before us: 
and as it is, the passages are very few, and the information 
communicated in a manner the most informal and oblique ; 
indeed, in a manner evidently bespeaking that the author was 
living in an Episcopal Church, and consequently had his 
casual thoughts occasionally tinged by the subject, as they 
might be by any other which was habitually present before 
him, but nothing more. Thus the Pedagogue (the title of 
one of his treatises,) whose office is merely elementary and 
practical, is represented, whilst conducting his children to 
school, to deliver them into the hands of a more profound 
master, as throwing out for their benefit a few of the precepts 


of the Gospel, and with that contenting himself; his province 


not extending further ; and though there are “maxims,” says 
he, “in the sacred books, relating to particular persons, written, 
some for Presbyters, others for Bishops, others for Deacons, 
and others for widows,” yet he declines for his part engaging 
with them, leaving the application of them to other hands.' 
It will be seen at once.that Clemens, when he penned these 
words, had no idea of proving to posterity that there were 
three Orders in the Church ; it is not the point his mind was 
adverting to; his object simply was to put into the mouth of 
his Peedagogue a characteristic speech, namely, that he would 
not meddle with matters which belonged rather to the head- 
master’s task, to whom he was about to turn over his young 
charge. At the same time, that when he used the terms 
Bishop, Priest, and Deacon, he used them distinctively, as re- 
presenting the several grades of the hierarchy, is evident both 
from the turn of the passage itself, which asserts that the 
Scriptures contained precepts calculated for the guidance of 
different persons whose duties were different, each adapted to 
each, αἱ μὲν (sc. ὑποθῆκαι) πρεσβυτέροις, αἱ δὲ ἐπισκόποις, 
αἱ δὲ διακόνοιο, as though each order had its own work; but 
also the sdme inference follows from another passage not less 
incidental in its tenour than this, but equally conclusive. It 
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occurs in the Stromata.’ Clemens is inculcating what is his 
great object in that treatise, the possibility of a progressive 
advance of the Divine character amongst men, and he urges 
in proof of this the example of the Apostles; “for the 
Apostles,” says he, “were not chosen from™say parti 
congruity of nature; for Judas was choseng@ith th 
they were qualified to become Apostles, 
who could foresee events. Wherefore’Matt 
chosen with them, having shown himself wor Ly 0 
Apostle, was substituted for Judas. So that it is stillépen for 
those who exercise themselves in the Lord’s precepts, and live 
according to the Gospel in perfection and knowledge, to be 
numbered amongst the elect Apostles. That man is, in truth, 
the Presbyter of the Church, and the real Deacon (or minister) 
of the will of God, who does and teaches the commandments 
of the Lord; himself not ordained of man, nor accounted 
just, because he is a Presbyter, but numbered amongst the 
Presbyters because he is just ; and though he should not be 
honoured in this world with the primacy (apwroxaedpia), 
yet will he sit among the four and twenty thrones, and judge 
the people, as saith John in the Revelation.” And after- 
wards there is added, “for the several grades of the Church 
here of Bishops, Priests, and Deacons, are imitations, I 
imagine, of the glories of the angels; and they attain unto 
that dispensation which the Scriptures say awaits those who 
live according to the Gospel in the steps of the Apostles in 
perfect righteousness.” The Apostle writes that these being 
taken up into the clouds, shall first of all minister, or serve 
the office of Deacon; then be numberdiimamongst the Pres- 
bytery by an advance in glory, for glory differs from glory, 
until they arrive at the perfect man.” Here, I repeat, as in 
the former case, the information we obtain on the question 
we are investigating, is altogether incidental. Clemens is not 
engaging in a debate on Episcopacy, or evincing the slightest 
intention of conveying to us any testimony whatever with 
respect to it; but having occasion to enforce the duty of 
going on unto perfection, he casually illustrates the stages of 


1 Stromat. VIL § xiii. Ῥ- 798. άνουσιν, ἣν a ἀναμένειν y 
2 "Emel καὶ al ἐνταῦθα κατὰ τὴν spi! τοὺς κατ᾽ ἴχνος spe 
ἐκκλησίαν προκοπαὶ, ἐπισκόπων, πρεσ- bod ihe ἐν τελειώσει δικαιοσύνης 
βυτέρων, διακόνων, μιμήματα, t, | κατὰ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον βεβιωκότας. --- 
ἀγγελικῆς δόξης, κἀκείνης τῆς οἰόνο, 1014. 
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which the Christian life admits by the grades the Christian 
Church adopts in her ministry ; an image familiar to his own 
mind, and familiar, as he felt, to those whom he was address- 
ing; the very nature of his argument meanwhile requiring 
that these grades should rise one above another; and that as 
the Priest was superior to the Deacon, so was the Bishop to the 
Priest. 

And here may be a proper place to remark, that we have 
clear proof there is no arguing, that the Fathers confound the 
Bishop and Presbyter, because they occasionally include both 
under the latter name ; for I look upon it as shown to a de- 
monstration that Clemens drew a positive distinction between 
the Bishop and Presbyter, and yet we shall find him in 
another place, when descanting on the nature of the service 
which the true Gnostic renders to God, dividing all service 
into the emendatory and the mimisterial, and having illus- 
trated this division in some other ways, he goes on to say, 
“in like manner with respect to the Church, the Preshyters 
maintain the emendatory character, the Deacons the minis- 
terial,”' as though these were the only two orders in the 
Church; whereas the truth evidently is, from what has 
already transpired, that he must have included the Bishop in 
the Presbyter. 

The language of Tertullian, on this subject, is coincident 
with that of every other Father we have adduced; but still 
be it remembered, it is not the language of a man debating a 
point, but of one touching on it in the course of the argument 
he happens to have in hand, whatever it may be. And what- 
ever obscurity there may have been thought to attach to this 
whole question of Church government arises mainly from this, 
that the Fathers are in no instance making it the express 
topic of discussion. They are not, any of them, writing 
treatises on Episcopacy. Even Ignatius himself is doing no 
such thing as this ; but carried away from his diocese to suffer 
death, leaving it in the meanwhile without a head, the duties 
of his own office and position, and solicitude about a suc- 
cessor trouble him, and naturally turn his thoughts to the more 
immediate contemplation of the mutual relations of the Bishop 
and clergy. Hence the fuller information his writings are 
calculated to afford us on the structure of the Church. To 


1 Stromat. VIL. § i. p. 880. 
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return, however, to Tertullian. In his “De Prescriptione 
Heereticorum,” he is meeting the objection that some may pro- 
bably be scandalized at seeing an example of defection from 
the faith, even amongst confirmed Christians; but ‘“ what,” 
says he, “if a Bishop, or a Deacon, or a widow, or a virgin, 
or a Doctor (Presbyter), or even a martyr, should fall from 
the rule, must heresies on that account be considered the 
truth? Do we prove the faith from the man, or the map 
from the faith?”' And again in the tract “De Fuga in Per- 
secutione,” im a passage, the purport of which corresponds 
with that of this passage, he is maintaining the duty of stead- 
fastness under persecution, and especially on the part of the 
more distinguished members of the Church, “for when the 
leaders themselves,” says he, “that is, the very Deacons, 
Priests, and Bishops flee, how can the laity understand in 
what sense it was said, Flee from city to city?”* His argu- 
ment on both these occasions, it is perceived, requires him to 
speak of persons who held conspicuous stations in the Church, 
and accordingly his pen at once puts down Bishops, Doctors 
or Presbyters, and Deacons, as of that number. What the 
difference between them might be, he does not hint, as the 
argument does not lead him to do so; but the very array of 
the names suffices to show that he contemplated a difference. 
This difference is yet more marked in another celebrated pas- 
sage in the former tract, for it happens to constitute the force 
of it, to which I have before had occasion to refer.2 He 
is animadverting upon the prostration of all discipline, the 
confusion of all order, which characterised the constitution 
and proceedings of the heretics. “ Accordingly,”’ says he, 
“one is Bishop to-day, another to-morrow ; he is to-day a 
Deacon, who is to-morrow a Reader ; to-day a Presbyter, who 
is to-morrow a layman; for they assign priestly offices even 
to laymen.” * The distinction of these offices, according to the 
Church, is evidently represented as forming a strong contrast 
with the confusion made in them by the heretics. Tertullian 
does not labour, be it observed, to prove that such distinction 
did subsist, but takes it for granted; regards it as a point 
on which there cannot be two opinions. But there is yet 


1 Tertullian, De Prescript. Heret.| ὃ Lecture VIII. First Series. 
c. iii. * Tertullian, De Preescript. Heret. c. 
* De Fuga in Persecutione, ὁ. xi. xii. 3 
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another passage in the same author which conveys to us the 


᾿ clear impression on his mind, that the order of Bishop was su- 


perior to the other orders of the clergy, as much as if he had 
declared it in so many words, and had penned the paragraph 
for no other purpose. Yet he had no such intention when he 
wrote it, but simply that of accounting for the secession of Va- 
lentinus, the founder of the sect which went by his name, from 
the Church.’ “ Valentinus,” says he, “had expected a Bishopric 
(Episcopatum), being a man of genius and eloquence, but in- 
dignant that another, who had a martyr’s” (or rather con- 
fessor’s) “prerogative to show, had obtained the office, he 
broke away from the canonical Church, after the manner of 
persons ambitious of precedence who are wont to seek revenge, 
and set about assailing the truth” ; not to speak of the same 
Father assigning to the Bishop potential rights peculiar to 
him ; as, for instance, that of appointing to the order of 
widows, and so assigning to the party a maintenance’; that 
of enjoining public fasts on special occasions, and collections 
of alms to be made at them.* 

And here, again, the remark which I threw out with respect 
to the testimony of Clemens is equally pertinent, that it is 
impossible to draw an argument against Episcopacy from the 
Fathers expressing themselves from time to time on the sub- 
ject of Church government in such language as does not ne- 
cessarily imply it. For we have just seen that Tertullian 
repeatedly distinguishes between the order and functions of 
the Bishop and of the Priest ; yet we find him in the Apology, 
when he was addressjng heathens on whom these distinctions 
would be lost, designating the leaders of the Church in the 
general terms, “ president probati quique seniores,’* 88 
though the government might have been Presbyterian ; and 
for the same reason we may have observed Justin Martyr 
before him employing the comprehensive word 6 προεστὼς" 
for the ecclesiastic who administered the Christian rites; not 
that he confounded Bishops and Priests, but that the circum- 
stances of the case did not induce him to be more specific in 
the mention of them, — 

Turn we next to Origen, and still we have another testi- 


1 Adversus Valentinianos, 6, iv. * Apol. c. xxxix. 
3 De Virginibus Velandis, c. ix, 5 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 67. 
8 De Jejuniis, 6. xiii. 
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mony on the side of the three Orders, and of as incidental a 
kind as that just cited from Tertullian ; leading us to the in- 
ference, that, in his mind, the difference of rank between the 
Bishop and Priest was wide. It occurs in his treatise con- 
cerning Prayer, and whilst he is engaged in explaining and 
enlarging upon the Lord’s Prayer. Accordingly he approaches 
in its turn the clause of that prayer, “and forgive us our debts 
as we forgive our debtors,”’ and having set forth various ways 
in which we are all debtors to God and Christ, he adds, “ then 
besides these more Catholic parties, there is the debt of the 
widow, which is provided for by the Church, and another of 
the Deacon, and another of the Presbyter, and the heaviest 
debt of all of the Bishop, a debt required by the Saviour of 
the whole Church, and to be judicially exacted by him, unless 
it be paid: ”' the magnitude of the debts of the Bishop 
proportioned to the dignity, authority, and responsibility of his 
office ; the latter, therefore, regarded by Origen as much sur- 
passing, in these respects, that of the Presbyter, and of course 
still more that of the Deacon. Again, Origen finds a diffi- 
culty in St. Paul’s injunction with respect to single marriage, 
and suggests (for it is confessedly a speculation, a sort of ran- 
dom thought thrown out till something better occurred to some 
other interpreter of Scripture) whether this monogamy might 
not have some symbolical meaning. But he introduces his 
theory thus. “From what has been said, J am disposed to 
turn my attention to the law respecting the writing of di- 
vorcement, whether, since the Bishop, the Priest, and the 
Deacon, are symbols of certain matters of faith in aecordance 
with those names, (Paul) might not mean that those parties 
should be symbolically monogamists :”* the three orders ob- 
viously presenting themselves to his mind spontaneously, as 
expressing the ecclesiastical body to whom the precepts of the | 
Apostles appertained ; Origen, at the moment, never dreaming 
of furnishing us with evidence on the question of Episcopacy. 


1 Χωρὶς δὲ τούτων καθολικωτέρων 
ὄντων, ἔστι τις χήρας προνοουμένης 
ὑπὸ τῆς ἐκκλησίας ὀφειλὴ, καὶ ἑτέρα 
διακόνου, καὶ ἄλλη πρεσβυτέρου, καὶ 
ἐπισκόπου δὲ ὀφειλὴ βαρυτάτη ἐστὶν 
ἀπαιτουμένη ὑπὸ τοῦ τῆς ὅλης ἐκκλη- 
σίας σωτῆρος καὶ ἐκδικουμένη εἰ μὴ 
ἀποδιδῶται.---Οχίσοη, De Oratione, § 28, 
vol. 1. p. 253. 


3 "Ex δὲ τῶν εἰρημένων els τὸν περὶ 
τοῦ βιβλίου τῆς ἀποστασίας νόμον 
ἐφίστημι, μήποτε ἐπεὶ σύμβολόν ἐστι 
καὶ ὁ ἐπίσκοπος, καὶ ὁ πρεσβύτερος, 
καὶ ὁ διάκονος ἀληθινῶν κατὰ τὰ ὀνό- 
ματα ταῦτα πραγμάτων, ἐβουλήθη 
αὐτοὺς συμβολικῶς μονογάμους κατα- 
στῆσαι, x.t.A.— Comment, in Matt. 
tom. xiv. vol, 111, Ὁ. 646. 
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The Father we come next to in order—for I am showing 
that I spoke accurately when I said in the beginning of this 
Lecture, that the question rested upon no narrow basis, but 
was supported by the universal testimony of the Primitive 
Church—is Cyprian. The light he throws upon the subject 
of Episcopacy is very great. Many controversies had by his 
time risen in the Church, which called forth Episcopal inter- 
ference, and thus became the means of conveying to us an ample 
knowledge of the Episcopal character and functions of those 
times. The treatment of the lapsed, the recommendations (or 
libelli) of the confessors, Baptism by heretics, and a variety of 
other debatable points both ecclesiastical and theological, in 
which Cyprian is consulted, serve to develope the construction 
of the Church of his day, almost as fully as an explicit treatise 
would have done; more especially as a persecution had with- 
drawn the Bishop for some interval from his Diocese, and 
consequently had given occasion to much intercourse by letter 
between Cyprian and his Church, a correspondence which is 
still preserved. It would be tedious to produce the numberless 
passages in which this Father refers to the three Orders. He 
writes to the Priests and Deacons of Rome on the event of 
their Bishop’s death.’ He repeatedly addresses as their 
Bishop the Priests and Deacons of his own Church during his 
temporary absence from them, and urges on them various 
duties. We gather from his Epistles, that a Bishop was in a 
position to command the Priests and Deacons, to reprove, to 
admonish them, to proceed against the refractory, to provide 
against irregularities in the Church of all kinds® ; to administer 
the Church in many matters according to his own discretion.‘ 
We perceive from them that in the vacancy of a see many eccle- 
siastical affairs were suspended till the appointment of a suc- 
cessor’; that for Presbyters to act on their own account and 
without reference to their Bishop was a thing unprecedented ὅ : 
above all, that it was his prerogative to ordain; and that 
with a view to this he examined the qualifications of the 


1 Cyprian, Ep. iii. qui de presbyteris, nec evangelii neo loci 
2 Epp. iv. v. xvii. sui memores, sed neque futurum Do- 
8 His literis et hortor et mando.—Ep. | mini judicium neque nunc sibi prepo- 
vy. § 2. Epp. ix. xxviii. xv. situm episcopum cogitantes, quod nun- 
* Ep. lxxii. quam omnino sub antecessoribus factum 


δ Ep. xxxi. § 5. est, cum contumelié et contemptu pre- 
© Quod enim non pericujum metuere | positi totum sibi vindicent.—Ep. ix. § 1. 
debemus de offensi Domini quando ali- 
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candidates!; consulted the clergy and even the people upon 
them’; yet was competent to ordain of his own knowledge 
without this appeal, when the merits of the candidate were 
conspicuous." 

Moreover, it would appeat, which is a distinct and very 
powerful argument on the side of the Episcopal being the 
primitive form of Church government, that the primitive here- 
tics themselves, dissatisfied after all with the position they had 
chosen, affected a similar hierarchy of their own; thus in spite 
of themselves offering a testimony to the stringency of that 
institution, and the obligation there was upon all Christians to 
abide by it; and adopting the names of the several orders of 
clergy in the Church, they exposed themselves to the censure 
of the Church Catholic, which uniformly affirmed that to make 
those names of value, they must represent a clergy who had 
derived their authority by uninterrupted succession from the 
Apostles; and that wanting that, they wanted everything 
which constituted the call.‘ 

In conclusion, I would once more draw the attention of my 
hearers to the nature of the evidence for the three Orders and an 
Episcopal Church, which has been submitted to them, because I 
think the character of it gives it a weight of its own. None of 
the Fathers, it will be observed, wrote expressly on the sub- 
ject of Episcopacy ; I mean as controversialists, or with a view 
to determine a debatable question. They none of them ap- 
peal, as we should now do, in discussing this point, to texts 
in the Epistles to Timothy or Titus, or to other texts else- 
where of a similar import, construing them in this way or 
that, in order to support their side of the argument, whichever 
it might be. They afford no tokens of having any misgivings 
in their mind upon the question; and consequently the evi- 
dence which they furnish upon it, is simply that which 
escapes from them when they are handling other matters, or 
matters bearing more or less upon the principles of Church 
government. I do not remember any passage which would 


‘ Cyprian, Ep. xxiv. charissimi, solemus vos ante consulere, 

2 Quod et ipsum videmus de divina | et mores ac merita singulorum com- 
auctoritate descendere, ut sacerdos plebe | muni consilio ponderare. Sed expec- 
presente sub omnium oculis deligatur et | tanda non sunt testimonia humana curg 
dignus atque idoneus publico judicio ac | preecedunt divina suffragia—Ep. xxxiii. 
testimonio comprobetur.—Ep. Ixviii.§4.| 5. See, e.g. Irensous, V. ὁ. xx. § 1. Ter. 

3 In ordinationibus clericis, fratres | tullian, De Prescript. Heret. 6. xxxii. 
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seem to militate against this opinion, unless it be one in 
Clemens Romanus, and this only seems to do so. “So 
likewise our Apostles knew by our Lord Jesus Christ, that 
contentions would arise on account of the overseership or 
episcopacy (ἐπὶ τοῦ ὀνόματος ths ἐπισκοπῆς). For which 
reason, having perfect foreknowledge, they appointed persons 
such as we have before said, and then gave directions how, 
when they should die, other chosen and appointed men should 
succeed to their ministry ;”' that is, not that there would be 
debates about the term "Esricxo7ros and its meaning, but that 
there would be strifes about who should have the pre-eminence 
in the Church: to prevent which the Apostles laid down a 
rule of ecclesiastical succession, which should obviate the in- 
convenience. Accordingly, it is the incidental manner in 
which we have to possess ourselves of such testimony as the 
Fathers: bear to au Episcopal Church, which produces what- 
ever defect there may be, or may be supposed to be, in its 
clearness. But on the other hand, in proportion as this cir- 
cumstance may deduct from its precision, it augments its value; 
for it is supplied without any reference to serving a cause, or 
maintaining a party; and if after all it proves, as I cannot 
help thinking it does, conclusive of the question of an Epis- 
' copate, it is so in a very abundant degree. 

In the next place, I would direct consideration to the 
great variety of quarters from which this evidence is drawn. 
It speaks to the structure not of one local Church, but of 
Churches the most unconnected and remote, of those in 
France, in Italy, in Greece, in Asia Minor, in Egypt, in 
Mauritania; in short, in almost all the countries on the 
borders of the Mediterranean, the choicest and earliest of 
Christendom ; and it is furnished by men of all tempera- 
ments, sober and impassioned, philosophical and visionary ; 
in works of various kinds; in Apologies, in letters, in specu- 
lative treatises, in controversial ones; by men who lived one 
or other of them from the age of the Apostles to nearly that 
of Constantine ; the only period during which the question of 
Episcopacy could admit of any doubt or debate whatever. 

And thus, I finally think we may adopt towards the Dis- 
senters the language which Hooker addressed to the learned 
among the Puritans, and say, “ A very strange thing sure it 

' Clem. Rom. Ep. I. αὶ xliv. 
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were, that such a discipline as ye speak of should be taught 
by Christ and his Apostles in the Word of God, and no 
Church ever have found it out, nor received it till this present 
time ; contrariwise, the government against which ye bend 
yourselves be observed everywhere throypghout all generations 
and ages of the Christian world, no Church ever perceiving the 
Word of God to be against it. We require you to find out 
but one Church upon the face of the whole earth, that hath 
been ordered by your discipline, or hath not been ordered by 
ours, that is to say, by episcopal regiment, sithence the time 
that the blessed Apostles were here conversant.”? 


! Hooker's Eccles. Pol. Pref. ch. iv. § 1, vol. i. p. 198, Keble's Ed. 
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LECTURE VIII.* 


Use of the Fathers in settling the Canon of the New Testament. Appeal to them 
in the sixth Article. Method of establishing the Canon stated by Jones. 
Illustration of this method with reference to the Gospels, the Acts, the Epistles, 
the Revelation. Discussion of questions, whether the autographs of the 
Apostles existed in the time of Tertullian; whether any Epistle of St. Paul to 
the Corinthians is missing; whether the Epistle to the Ephesians is rightly 
so entitled; whether St. Paul was the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 

. Use of the Fathers in proving that the substance of the Canonical books, the 
beginnings and endings of the Gospels, the incidents of our Lord’s ministry, 
the circumstances recorded in the Acts, the tenour of the Epistles, were the 
same in their times as they are now. 


1 next subject on which the use of the Fathers will 

discover itself—a subject indeed which may still be ranged 
under the head of Evidences, if we take that term in an 
extended sense—is the Canon, the substance, the text, and 
the meaning, of Scripture. On these points the writings 
of the Fathers will be found to.give us most invaluable 
information. 

I can only undertake to call your attention to a question 
so prolific; a question, which in itself and alone would require 
volumes to exhaust. But far less than this will suffice to 
convince you, that these most important topics cannot be 
investigated fully, and some of them scarcely at all, without 
the help of the Fathers. 

Thus, with respect to the Canon, our sixth Article chal- 
lenges am examination of early ecclesiastical authors for the 
purpose of establishing it. “In the name of the holy Scrip- 
ture we do understand those Canonical Books of the Old and 
New Testament, of whose authority was never any doubt in 
the Church,” is its language. Our Church, therefore, directs 


* I might here have introduced a Lecture on the use of the Fathers as minis- 
tering to our knowledge of our Liturgy and showing that the foundations of our 
Prayer Book were laid in Apostolic and Sub-Apostolic times; but as Idid this at 
length in my Lectures on the Prayer Book, and shall do it again when I repeat 
that course, I shall proceed to another topic. 
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or at least encourages us to acquaint ourselves with ecclesias- 
tical antiquity, in order to see what Scriptures were received 
from the earliest times without hesitation, and what were 
rejected ; and so to satisfy ourselves of her own catalogue. 
And Mr. Jeremiah Jones, who discusses this question with great 
learning and ability, sets out with this proposition ; that “the 
principal means whereby we can know whether any books be 
canonical is by tradition; or the well-approved testimonies 
of those who lived in or near the time of their being first 
written.” ἢ 

Thus amidst the number of Gospels which swarmed in the 
first ages, many of them apparently as early as St. Luke 
himself, who alludes to them in the Preface to his own Gospel, 
we learn from ecclesiastical antiquity, there were four, and 
four only, canonical; and those four we further learn, as I 
shall presently show, were the same we now possess. You 
are, no doubt, aware of the remarkable testimony to this 
effect, of Irenseus; who maintains that as there are four 
cardinal points, and as the Church is dispersed over the whole 
earth, there must be four pillars to support it; and that, 
therefore, the Word gave four Gospels. The theory, to be 
sure, is puerile, but the fact is conclusive; as may be the 
reason assigned by the same author for the omission of the 
tribe of Dan from the number of the sealed—viz. that Anti- 
christ was to come of that tribe—still the testimony is 
complete, that in the time of Irenzeus the text of the Revela- 
tion in this instance was what it now is.’ And Clemens 
Alexandrinus in a paragraph, which I brought before you on 
a former occasion, confirms the statement of Irenszeus ; and in 
a manner no less incidental ; for having cause to reply to a 
passage in a document which professed to report a saying of 
our Lord, Clemens observes, “in the first place we do not find 
this saying in our four Gospels ; ὁ as though no others were 
of authority. , 

The same Irengeus clearly announces the Acta of the Apostles 
as a canonical book ; assigns it to St. Luke®; quotes it largely 
as furnishing the sentiments of the Apostles, to the confusion 
of those of his heretical antagonists, and to the support of 

1 Jones on the Canon, Part I. ch. vii. | δεδομένοις ἡμῖν τέτταρσιν εὐαγγελίοις 
? Irenseus, III. c. xi. § 8. οὐκ ἔχομεν τὸ ῥητόν. ---- Clem. Alex. 


ΣΎ, co. xxx. § 2. Stromat. 111. § xiii. p. 553. 
4 Πρῶτον μὲν οὖν ἐν τοῖς wapa-! δ Ireneus, IIT. o, xiv. § 1. 
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his own.' He speaks of the Epistles of Paul as among the 
Scriptures ; objecting to the heretics the mutilation of these 
Epistles, as the mutilation of the Scriptures.” He ascribes 
the Epistle to the Romans to St. Paul’; both the Epistles to 
the Corinthians to the same author‘; the Epistle to the 
Galatians®; the Epistle to the Ephesians*; the Epistle to the 
Philippians’; the Epistle to the Colossians’; still to the 
same. The first Epistle to the Thessalonians he quotes more 
than once, and introduces the quotation by the phrase “ the 
Apostle in his first Epistle to the Thessalonians ;” doubtless 
meaning St. Paul by the Apostle, though in these cases not 
happening to name him, as would probably be our own way 
of reference to that Scripture.’ The second Epistle to the 
Thessalonians, however, which he quotes yet more frequently, 
he actually assigns to St. Paul; and by calling it the second 
Epistle, which he does, proves that he knew the first to be by 
the same hand.” The first Epistle to Timothy he cites, as in 
the last case, under the general designation of the Apostle’s.” 
The second Epistle also as in the last case he cites, giving it 
to St. Paul as its author”; and in one passage comprises the 
two under the term ἐν tals mpos Τιμόθεον ἐπιστολαῖς. The 
Epistle to Titus he refers to as St. Paul’s.* To the Epistle to 
Philemon he has no allusion, the only Epistle of St. Paul of 
which this can be predicated: but the extreme brevity of 
that Epistle, and its unfitness for controversial purposes, which 
were those of Irenzeus, may very well account for the omission. 
The Epistle to the Hebrews he appeals to, but without hap- 
pening to name either its title or its author”; though in 
another of his works entitled περὶ διαλεξεων διαφόρων, “con- 
cerning different dissertations,’ now lost, Eusebius tells us he 
did make positive mention of the Epistle to the Hebrews.’® 
The Epistle of St. James he also quotes from ; but, as in the 
last. instance, neither names the title nor the writer.” The 
commentators, indeed, assign but one reference to this Epistle ; 


1 Treneus, ITI. c. xii. §§ 1, 2, 8. δ Compare Υ͂. 6. xiv. § 2; I. δι iti § + 


7 TIL 6. xii. § 12. ®V.c. vi. § 1. 

3 II.c. xxii. ¢ 2; IV. ὁ. xxxiv. § 2. 10 TTT. c. vii. Compare §§ 1, 2. 
. ‘Ic. viii. § 2; 11. c. xxvi. αὶ 1; Vc. “Ὁ ἢ Pref. 51; IV. ο. xvi. ς 8. 
xiii. Compare § 1 and § 3; and com- 12 ITT. 6. xiv. § 1. 13 ΤΙ], ο. iii. § 3. 
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I think, however, there is clearly a second.' The first Epistle 
of St. Peter he produces, and gives it to that Apostle’; and 
adopts a phrase from the second Epistle without saying from 
whence he took it.* The first and second Epistles of St. 
John he cites, assigning them to that Apostle.‘ To the third 
Epistle he has no allusion ; probably for the same reason as he 
has none to the Epistle to Philemon: nor yet to the Epistle 
of St. Jude. The book of the Revelation he uses very largely, 
and as the writing of St. John.° 

Only observe, therefore, of how great value is even this 
single Father in assuring our minds with respect to the 
Canon, the groundwork of everything δ; who, without the 
most remote intention of conveying to us any information 
on this most important matter, and merely quoting such 
Scriptures as happened to be of use to his argument, actually 
bears testimony, and in most of the cases very abundant 
testimony, to every book of the New Testament included in 
our Canon, except the Epistle to Philemon, the third Epistle 
of St. John, and the Epistle of St. Jude; all of which 
would not occupy more than a couple of octavo pages; and 
for which, short as they are, similar testimony may be ga- 
thered from other quarters, but those quarters still the 
Fathers. 

Thus a phrase in Theophilus, and a very remarkable 
phrase, bears every appearance of having been borrowed 
from one in the Epistle to Philemon; though I do not 
perceive any notice taken of it by the Editors of Theophilus. 
“You object to me,” says he to Autolycus, “the name of 
Christian, as though it were a bad name to bear. But I 
confess myself a Christian, and I bear that name which is 
beloved of God, for I hope to be acceptable to God (ev-ypnoros 
τῷ Θεῷ). For it cannot be, as you suppose, that the name 
of God should be an evil. But, perhaps, you think as you 
do concerning God, being yourself unacceptable to God” 
(ἄχρηστος τῷ Gem’). The play of the words is exactly the 

'Trenseus, I. co. iv. § 4. Compare | pare 2 Pet. i. 19. 

James iii. 11. ‘IIT. ὁ. xvi. ς 5; I. o. xvi. § 8; III. 
2 IV. o. ix. § 2. 8. Xvi. § 8. 

* V. 0. xxiii. § 2. As it may be ob-| §IV.c. xx. § 1]. 
served, by the way, Theophilus does | 5 Hooker’s Eccles. Pol. III. c. viii. §§ 
also, Ad Autolycum, II. § 18. Τοῦτό 18. 14. 
ἐστιν ὁ spl a αὐτοῦ, φαίνων dowep| 7 Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, L § 1. 
λύχνος ἐν olynpars cuvexousévy.—Com- 
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same as in the 11th verse of the Epistle to Philemon. “I 
beseech thee for my son Onesimus, whom I have begotten in 
my bonds, which in time past was to thee unprofitable (τόν 
ποτέ σοι ἄχρηστον) but now profitable to thee and to me” 
(vuvt δέ σοι καὶ ἐμοὶ εὔχρηστον). Tertullian, however, far- 
nishes still clearer evidence to this book of Scripture, short 
and domestic as it is. For when making himself merry with 
the absurdities of the Valentinians, he supposes that at the 
final consummation one of their choice partisans, Marcus or 
Caius, by a spiritual conjunction with the angels (according to 
the Valentinian theory) may chance to bring forth an Onesi- 
mus'; in evident allusion to St. Paul’s phrase with respect to 
him which he uses to Philemon, that he had “ begotten Onesimus 
in his bonds.’’*? Moreover, there is the strongest reason for 
believing that some words, which made mention of the Epistle 
to Philemon, have dropped out of the text of this same author 
in the conclusion of his fifth book against Marcion*; the para- 
graph immediately following such lacuna being this, “The 
brevity of this Epistle alone” (mo Epistle having been pre- 
viously named as the text now stands) “has saved it from the 
mutilating hands of Marcion. Yet I wonder, when he admits 
ἃ letter addressed to one individual, why he should reject two 
addressed to Timothy, and one to Titus, all composed on the 
state of the Church. But he affected, I presume, to innovate 
as to the number of the Epistles.” It is difficult to under- 
stand this paragraph in any other way, than as containing a 
reference to the Epistle to Philemon: for it is clearly a re- 
ference to some brief Epistle of St. Paul addressed to an 
imdiidual, and that individual neither Timothy, nor Titus ; 
of which Epistle mention had been previously made, which 
mention, therefore, must have escaped from the text. It is 
to our present purpose also to observe, that the expression, 
“but he affected, I presume, to innovate as to the number of 
the Epistles,” in this passage of Tertullian, clearly shows that 
the number of the Canonical Epistles of St. Paul was fixed 
and notorious when Tertullian wrote; for he intimates, we 
see, that as Marcion was in other respects a mutilator of 
Scripture, so might he be disposed to have an opinion of his 
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own, and contrary to that commonly entertained, on the 
Canon of that Apostle’s Epistles. 

But to proceed ; I doubt whether any reference, unques- 
tionably such, can be found to the third Epistle of St. John 
in any Ante-Nicene Father. For the phrase, εἰρήνη σοι, 
“Peace be to thee,” which occurs, and apparently as a quo- 
tation, in Clemens Alexandrinus,' and is by some supposed to 
be taken from the 14th verse of the third Epistle of St. John, 
is so short and so trivial a one, that it may be disputed 
whether it bears out the reference. Clemens, however, cer- 
tainly speaks of what John says “in his greater Epistle,” * thus 
implying that there was another, or others: and Origen (who 
by the way speaks of the Scriptures of the Old and the New 
Testament in the familiar phrase of our own day,’ and pro- 
nounces the inspiration of the one as emphatically as of the 
other,*) in Eusebius expressly makes mention of the third.’ 
The Epistle of St. Jude is quoted abundantly and under the 
name of the author both by Clemens,° and Tertullian.’ 

- This may suffice to show the manner in which the Fathers 
may be made tributary to establishing the Canon of Scripture: 
I say the manner, for I have done little more than take the 
case of one of them for an example. It could not, indeed, be 
otherwise. The Fathers were living (those at least whom I 
am particularly contemplating), whilst the Canon was in the 
act of formation—witnesses, perhaps agents in the process. 
The hand-writing of St. Paul, for instance, was probably still 
known and preserved. He had himself expressly drawn 
attention to it, as a pledge of the authenticity of the docu- 
ments that presented it. “The salutation of Paul,” says he 
in his second Epistle to the Thessalonians,’ “with mine own 
hand (τῇ ἐμῇ χειρὶ), which is the token (σημεῖον) in every 
Epistle ”—a notice, it may be observed, which when dropped 
in this place supplies an undesigned coincidence; for in an 
earlier part of the same Epistle St. Paul had been cautioning 
the Thessalonians against a fictitious letter circulated as from 
him.” This familiar signature then authenticated the Epistles 


' Peedag. II. ο. vii. p. 208. » Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. vi. ὁ. 25. 
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at the first; and whether the original manuscripts had sur- 
vived to the times of the Fathers, or not, the traditional 
value of it must have reached them. But many understand 
the expression of Tertullian, when speaking of the Epistles 
which subsisted in the Apostolical Churches to which they 
were severally addressed, “ipsse authentice litters,” of the 
autographs of the Apostles." Dodwell so understood it ; and 
is evidently under the impression that no other sense could 
be put on it.” Bishop Kaye, however, leans to the notion 
that nothing more was here meant than the genuine unadul- 
terated Epistles*; and he produces a passage from the “ De 
Monogamia”’* of Tertullian, where the term “in Greco au- 
thentico’”’ simply means in the original Greek, as contradis- 
tinguished from a translation ; and other passages in the same 
author where “originalia instrumenta Christi,” “originale 
instrumentum Moysi’’* merely signify the Gospels and the 
Pentateuch, as they were originally written, not the auto- 
graphs. Still Bishop Kaye may be thought not to have 
taken sufficiently into account the force of the word “ipse ” 
in the paragraph in question, for the emphasis does not rest on 
the word “ authentics ” altogether—“7zpse authentice litters ” 
certainly seeming to point to something more than correct 
copies—and undoubtedly in Cyprian, whose Latin bears re- 
semblance to Tertullian’s, and who, as we learn from Jerome, © 
was a constant reader of him,° I have met with a passage 
where the term “authentica epistola” is used to express the 
autograph of the writer. Cyprian is replying to the Presby- 
ters and Deacons of Rome who had sent him a letter inform- 
ing him of the death of the Bishop of Rome. “TI have read. 
also other letters,” says he, not, however, clearly expressing 
who wrote them or to whoin they are written. “And since 
in these same letters” (2. 6. both that which he had received 
from the Priests and Deacons, and these which had reached 
him from other quarters) ‘‘ both the writing, the sense, and the 


1 Percurre ecclesias apostolicas, apud 
quas ipses adhuc cathedre Apostolorum 
suis locis president; apud quas ipse 
authentic litteres eorum recitantur, 80- 
nantes vocem et representantes faciem 
unius cujusque.—De Prescript. Heret. 
C. XXXvi. 

® Dissert. in Ireneum, 1. § xii. p. 74. 

3 Bishop Kaye on Tertullian, p. 293, 
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very paper have made me anxious to ascertain that nothing has 
been added to the truth, or diminished therefrom, I have sent 
back the same original letter (eandem authenticam epistolam) 
to you, that you may know whether it is that very one which 
you gave to Crementius the Subdeacon to bear. For it is a 
very grave matter, if the truth of a clerical epistle be corrupted 
by any lie or fraud. In order, therefore, to satisfy us, see 
whether the writing and subscription be yours, and write us 
word back what is the fact.”' The meaning of the term 
“authentica ” therefore here is indisputable; and _ therefore: 
there is nothing in the Latium of Tertullian which should deter 
us from understanding that the autographs of the Apostles 
were preserved in the Apostolic Churches in the days of Ter- 
tullian. And though the establishment of this fact is not 
necessary in order to give the testimony of the Fathers to the 
construction of the Canon authority and weight ; for under 
any circumstances their date would give it them, if nothing 
else ; still it is not to be denied, that such testimony would 
derive additional importance from any opportunity they might 
have of examining the manuscripts of the Apostles, or of con- 
ferring with others who had examined them. 

Nor is this all. There are many difficulties and doubts 
which arise collaterally out of the subject of the Canon of 
Scripture, which are still to be resolved in a great measure by 
the same means, an appeal to the primitive Fathers, | 

For instance, it has been contended from an expression 
which occurs in 1 Cor. v. 9. “I wrote unto you in an epistle” 
(such is our translation, ἔγραψα ὑμῖν ἐν τῇ ἐπιστολῇ, in the 
Greek), that an Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthjans must 
have been lost, and that to this lost Epistle it is that refer- 
ence is here made. Bishop Middleton, however, contends? 
that the translation should be, “I write unto you in my 
epistle,” ὁ. 6. in the Epistle then under his hand; and that 
there is no allusion in the passage to any other Epistle. For 
this rendering he gives grammatical and philological reasons, 
and these are confirmed and supported by Professor Schole- 
field.* But independently of these, how strong is the external 
evidence, even if we rest that evidence on Irenzeus alone, that 
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no Epistle of St. Paul’s to the Corinthians can be missing ! 
For it is scarcely possible to imagine that he should have 
quoted the first and second Epistles to the Corinthians so 
largely as he does, and yet should not have made the slightest 
reference to another of his Epistles, written to the same 
Church, prior to these, had any existed in his time, or at 
least -had he ever heard of any other; especially as he lays 
under contribution every other Epistle to a Church according 
to our Canon, which St. Paul wrote, as well as the two to the 
-Corinthians. 

Again, it is well known that another question has been 
agitated relating to one of the Epistles of St. Paul, viz. 
whether the Epistle to the Ephesians is properly so entitled 
—whether the Epistle which we call that to the Ephesians is 
not in fact an Epistle to the Laodiceans ; the same to which 
allusion is made in Col. iv. 16, “Cause .... that ye like- 
wise read the epistle from Laodicea;” as if St. Paul had 
said, “Cause the epistle, which I sent to Laodicea with direc- 
tions that it should be forwarded to Colossse, to be read in 
your congregation at Colosse.” But it is plain that Irenzeus 
has no such understanding of the passage; but only knows of 
an Epistle to the Ephesians, whilst his quotations from it 
plainly identify it with our own of the same title. Still less 
does he afford any ground for the notion that a distinct 
Epistle to the Laodiceans ever existed, which has since disap- 
peared. For copious as are his extracts from the various 
writings of St. Paul, his very plan, as I shall show presently, 
leading him to overlook none of them, there is not one that is 
not to be found in our present copies of them. And in 
another of the Fathers, Tertullian, we have more than ne- 
gative evidence upon this question ; for in his treatise against 
Marcion, in the fifth book of it,’ in which he is refuting that 
heretic out of the Epistles of St. Paul, on arriving at the 
Epistle to the Ephesians, he observes, “We now come to yet 
another Epistle, which we entitle the Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, but the heretics entitled it, to the Laodiceans.” And 
he afterwards adds,” that it was Marcion’s pleasure to change 
the title of this Epistle, as a proof of his own profound in- 


' Adv. Marcionem, V. ὁ. xi. tulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, 
5 Ecclesie: quidem veritate epistolam | quasi et in isto diligentissimus ex- 
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vestigation of the subject. With respect to the text, there 
fore, in the Epistle to the Colossians, which gave occasion to 
the doubt we are now discussing, we may be disposed to con- 
clude with Bishop Middleton,’ that nothing is more probable 
than Macknight’s conjecture, viz. that the Apostle sent the 
Ephesians word by Tychicus, who carried their letter, to send 
a copy of it to the Laodiceans, with an order to them to com- 
municate it to the Colossians. “This hypothesis,” continues 
the Bishop, “ will account for the want of those marks of per- 
sonal acquaintance which the Apostle’s former residence at 
Ephesus might lead us to expect; for everything local would 
be purposely omitted in an Epistle which had a further desti- 
nation” —a difficulty which had induced Dr. Paley, in his 
“ Hore Pauline,” to adopt the theory of our Epistle to. the 
Ephesians being, in fact, the Epistle to the Laodiceans. So 
important is the testimony of a Father in such a controversy 
as this about the Canon. 

I do not say that questions of this kind, arising. out of the 
Canon, can always be settled by the simple authority of the 
Fathers ; but I do say that by rejecting all help from that 
quarter, we are depriving ourselves of one very important 
means of settling them. 

Again, we are all aware that the Epistle to the Hebrews 
has been a very fruitful subject of controversy ; who was its 
author, and what its authority? No doubt many ingredients 
will enter into this discussion besides patristical evidence ; 
but it is obvious that if the discussion be conducted to the ex- 
clusion of that evidence, there will be infinite difficulty in 
coming to any result. The repeated reference to the Epistle 
to the Hebrews, though not by name, in the Epistle of 
Clemens, marks at least its very early circulation, and the 
weight attached to it. It is true that the absence of the 
ordinary salutation with which all St. Paul’s other Epistles 
begin, may have caused its establishment in the Canon to be 
more tardy; especially when to this circumstance we add, that 
being addressed to no particular Church, the original copy 
would not be necessarily kept in the archives of that Church, 
or be publicly read in any, at least as having a local interest. 
But Clemens Alexandrinus in his Hypotyposes, as Eusebius 
informs us,” assigns a very probable. reason for this omission 

' On the Greek Article, note on Ephes, i. 1. 2 Focles. ape vi. ο. 14, 
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of the salutation; viz. that as Paul wrote it to the Hebrews 
who had contracted prejudices against him, and held him in 
suspicion,’ he prudently avoided revolting them by putting 
his name at the beginning. Under these circumstances. it 
might well enough be ascribed ‘by Tertullian,’ yet uncertain 
about its author, to Barnabas; and (as though the Church of 
Carthage was less informed on the subject than other Churches) 
it might not be once quoted by Cyprian, who nevertheless 
quotes all the other Epistles of St. Paul, except the short one 
to Philemon. Still, as time advanced, and gave opportunity 
for further investigation of its claims, the ascription of it to 
St. Paul, we find (but still we find it from the testimony of 
the Fathers), became more positive; so that Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, in his Stromata, cites it not only as St. Paul’s, but in 
such a manner as to imply that the Church of his day fully 
acquiesced in that judgment. For says he, “‘ Faith is the 
substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not 
seen,’* according to the Divine Apostle,”* as though the author 
of the passage was perfectly known, and as though there was 
no need to name St. Paul. For of St. Paul he was thinking 
beyond a doubt, since, in another place, after adverting to a 
paragraph in the Epistle to the Hebrews beginning,* “And 
we desire that every one of you do show the same diligence 
to the full assurance of hope,” and ending,’ “made an high- 
priest for ever after the order of Melchizedek,” he adds, “ And 
the book of Proverbs speaks in language similar to that of 
Paul”*; evidently implying that Paul was the author of 
the passage from the Epistle to the Hebrews he had just been 
quoting. An intimation of this kind is more than an asser- 
tion, and betrays that on Clemens’ mind there was no ques- 
tion about the writer. 

Again, we find Origen, in his Epistle to Africanus, quoting 
the Epistle to the Hebrews,’ “they were stoned, they were 
sawn asunder, ... were slain with the sword,” in proof of 
Isaiah having suffered by the saw; to which circumstance, 
says he, reference is made in this verse; though possibly, he 
then adds, the Jews (who were interested in suppressing a 
fact disgraceful to themselves) might here demur to the autho- 
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rity, “availing themselves of the decision of those who reject 
this Epistle, as one which was not written by Paul. How- 
ever, as this objection,” continues Origen, “requires of me a 
distinct argument in order to demonstrate that Paul's it is 
(els ἀπόδειξιν τοῦ εἶναι Παύλου τὴν ἐπιστολήν), I will pro- 
ceed, for the present, to another authority, that of Jesus © 
Christ himself, as witnessed in the Gospel.”! Origen’s own 
judgment would seem here to be clear that it was Paul's. 
However, in a paragraph of his Homilies on the Epistle to 
the Hebrews, preserved by Eusebius,’ for the Homilies them- 
selves are lost, he expresses himself to this effect, “that the 
thoughts are the Apostle’s, but the phraseology rather that of 
one who had noted down at his leisure what the Apostle 
had said”—and then he concludes as follows—“ If then, any 
Church holds this Epistle to be Paul’s, let it be commended 
for so doing ; for the men of old time have not delivered it 
down to us as his without a reason for it. Who, however, 
did write the Epistle, truly God knows. The history which 
has reached us 18, according to some, that Clemens, Bishop of 
Rome, wrote it; according to others, Luke, who wrote the 
Gospel and the Acts.”” There may seem to be some dif- 
ference in the tenour of these two passages of Origen; the 
former more decided than the latter in favour of Paul’s being 
the sole author of the Epistle. Which of the two is the later 
in date, and consequently the passage which conveys Origen’s 
maturer judgment (often a matter of importance to establish, 
where we are dealing with his writings), I am not able 
to say. But in his treatise against Celsus, probably one of 
his latest (indeed he frequently refers in it to other of his 
writings), and certainly one of the soberest, and best advised, 
and most valuable of all bis works, he quotes the Epistle to 
the Hebrews as St. Paul’s without the least symptom of 
hesitation ; indeed, on the contrary, in a manner which satis- 
fies us that it was the habitual feeling of his mind ; for 
having had occasion to cite a passage from St. Paul’s first 
Epistle to the Corinthians, he goes on to confirm that text by 
a second to the same effect from the Epistle to the Hebrews, 
which he introduces with this preface, “and the same Apostle 
ye aad says” (ὁ δ᾽ αὐτὸς... .. φησί), thus incidentally be- 
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traying, as we have seen Clemens doing before him, that he 
regarded the Epistle to the Corinthians, and that to the 
Hebrews, as by the same author, and that author Paul, for 
he actually names him. And in his treatise “ De Principiis,” 
which also appears to have been one of his later works,' he 
again alludes to the Epistle to the Hebrews in a way which 
would lead us to the conclusion that he then entertained no 
doubt about the author, simply saying, “the Apostle in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews ;”? as if it was unnecessary to name 
him ; and which accordingly Rufinus actually renders, “in 
epistol&A ad Hebreoos Apostolus Paulus ;” as he also makes 
Origen in another place, where the Greek, however, is lost, 
ascribe the same Epistle expressly to that Apostle®; and in 
another* yet more casually, and therefore more satisfactorily, 
Origen, according to him, refers to this Epistle, saying, “ And 
John declares that God is light, and Paul intimates that the 
Son is the brightness of the eternal light.”* But indeed, in 
Book IV. § 18, we have the Greek itself as a voucher to the 
same fact. 

Moreover, Eusebius himself, who must have been aware of 
the whole controversy, and in a position to review all the 
facts which bore upon it, uses an expression which appears to 
convey, that by his time it had subsided into a general 
acquiescence in the Epistle being the work of St. Paul. 
“There hath also come down to us,” says he, “a disputa- 
tion of Gaius, a very eloquent man, held at Rome in the time 
of Zephyrinus against Proclus, who contended for the Cata- 
phrygian heresy, in which, whilst rebuking the temerity and 
audacity of his adversaries in composing new Scriptures, he 
nakes mention of only thirteen Epistles of the holy Apostles, 


1 From De Principiis, I. c. ii. § 6, it 
should seem according to Rufinus to 
have been written before his Commen- 
tary on Genesis, “De quo diligentius, 
favente Deo, cum locum ipsum in Genesi 
exponere caperimus, videbimus.” Yet 
from I. o. iii. § 3, it would appear to 
have been written after it, “Spiritus 
igitur Dei qui super aquas ‘ferebatur, 
sicut scriptum est in principio facture 
mundi, puto quod non sit alius quam 
Spiritus Sanctus, secundum quod ego 
intelligere possum, sicut et cum ipsa loca 
exponeremus ostendimus ;” and still more 
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over in II. c. x. § 1, Origen refers to 
other publications which had preceded 
the De Principiis, “de quo in aliis qui- 
dem libris, quos de Resurrectione scrip- 
simus, plenius disputavimus.” 

2 De Principiis, III. c. i. § 10. 

8 Pref. lib. I. 51. 
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not counting that to the Hebrews with “the rest; And 
even to this day,’ continues Eusebius, “among certain 
Romans (παρὰ Ρωμαίων τισὶν), it is nov thought to be that 
Apostle’s ;”' a form of expression which evidently leads us 
to conclude that there were few who did not then believe it 
to be St. Paul’s. But there is a further circumstance to be 
remarked in this paragraph of Eusebius. The party who is 
here represented as omitting the Epistle to the Hebrews from 
the list of St. Paul’s Epistles is a man who was engaged in 
controversy against the Montanists. Now the Montanists 
defended their dogma, that persons who had been guilty of 
great crimes were not to be readmitted into the Church, by a 
passage in the Epistle to the Hebrews,’ “ For it is impossible 
for those who were once enlightened, .... if they shall fall 
away, to renew them again unto repentance,” their chief 
argument ; and this, perhaps, may in some degree account 
for even orthodox Churchmen, whose lot it was to be brought 
often into conflict with these heretics, being less anxious than 
they would otherwise have been to acknowledge this Epistle 
as Canonical. 

Enough, therefore, I trust, has been said, to show that it 
is impossible to settle the question of the authority of the 
Epistle to the Hebrews (so far as it admits of being settled), 
without careful reference to external evidence, such as this 
which I have been adducing, as bearing upon it ; whatever 
may be the internal. So much for the Canon. 

Then with regard to the substance of the Canonical books, 
and the proof that it was in the earliest times what it is now 
—a very weighty question—where are you to turn for evi- 
dence of it, but to the Fathers, and what can be more satis- 
factory than the result? Thus, for the identity of our Gospels 
with those of the first centuries, who can dispute it, who 
looks at such facts as the following? When Irenseus is de- 
monstrating how entirely the Gospel of Mark upheld the 
doctrine of the unity of God, he quotes three verses as the ~ 
beginning “ initium” of that Gospel-—they are the beginning 
of our own; and one verse as at the end, “in fine ”—it is 
the penultimate verse of our own.’ And more fully yet he 
speaks of the four forms of the Cherubim—the lion, “giving 


' Eccles. Hist. vi. c. 20. 3 Treneus, III. c. x. § 6. 
* Heb. vi. 4. 6. 


860 USE OF THE FATHERS IN PROVING THE _ [(Senres II. 


token of the active, directive, and regal character of him who 
sitteth on the Cherubim; the calf, of his priestly and sacri- 
ficial office ; the man, of his incarnate presence; the eagle, of 
his spirit rushing upon the Church—forms characteristic of 
the four Gospels ; that of St. John, which relates his princely 
and glorious generation, saying, ‘In the beginning was the 
Word’... that of St. Luke, his sacerdotal office, commenc- 
ing with Zacharias the priest, and his sacrifice . . . that of St. 
Matthew, teaching his birth as a man, and saying, ‘The book 
of the generation of Jesus Christ,’.. . that of St. Mark, 
opening with the announcement of the prophetical Spirit 
coming upon man from above, ‘The beginning of the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ, as it is written’ in Isaiah the prophet.”’ The 
entire correspondence of these headings of the several Gospels 
according to Irenzeus with those of our own is obvious. 

Again, when refuting the Gnostic opinion that Jesus 
preached but one year after his Baptism, Irenseus investigates 
the number of Passovers he attended, as he could gather his 
facts from the Gospel of St. John, after this manner. “After 
having made the water wine, he went up to a Passover*... 
After his conversation with the woman of Samaria, and the 
cure of the Centurion’s son, he went up to another Passover, 
and healed the paralytic at the pool® ... ‘Six days before a 
Passover he came to Bethany’*; then went up to Jerusalem 
to eat the Passover ; and the day following suffered.”* Now 
all these facts here enumerated as marking the several journeys 
of our Lord, as occurring before and after them, precisely 
agree with the particulars in our own Gospel of St. John. 

So again, when he is exposing the abuse of certain texts of 
Scripture by the Gnostics to the support of certain theories of 
their own respecting the number of their Afons, or of the 
combinations of their ‘ons, such as 12, 30, &., he asks 
them why they do not deal with the number 5, e. g. in the 
same manner; for though that number does not enter into 
their system of Afons, it occurs just as frequently in Scripture 
as other numbers. He then proceeds to give proof of this. 
Thus the Lord took five loaves, fed five thousand men, had five 
persons with him at his transfiguration, was the fifth person 


1 Treneus, III. ὁ. xi. § 8. . 4 xii. 1. 
2 John ii. 18. 28. δ Trenecus, 11. ὁ. xxii. § 3. 
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present at the raising of the girl from the dead ; then the rich 
man in hell had five brethren ; the pool had five porches!'; 
all of them incidents in perfect accordance with those of our 
own Gospels, except in the single instance of the number of 
persons present at the raising of the maiden,’ where, probably 
by lapse of memory, he seems to have overlooked John, for 
he omits his name in the quotation of St. Luke, as by a 
similar lapse Origen affirms that Jesus is nowhere called in 
the Gospels received by the Churches the carpenter (τέκτων, 
though the evidence is overwhelming that our Gospels were 
his; still the substantial fact is agreeable to our own record 
of it. There is another passage in the same author so very 
decisive of the question before us, that I cannot forbear pro- 
ducing it. The heretics, against whom he was contending, 
were playing fast and loose, it appears, with the authority 
of the Gospel of St. Luke; rejecting it in part, and yet 
building on it as a whole. To these, he remarks, that they 
must either do one thing or the other; either accept or dis- 
card it altogether; and in the latter case they must be con- 
tent to forego the knowledge of a great many incidents which 
are related by St. Luke exclusively. He then goes on to 
enumerate these incidents, as the generation of John, the 
history of Zacharias, the visitation of the angel to Mary, and 
the exclamation of Elizabeth, the descent of the angels to the 
shepherds, and the salutation they uttered ;- the testimony of 
Anna, and of Simeon, to Christ; the fact of Jesus being left 
behind at Jerusalem when twelve years old; John’s baptism, 
and at what age our Lord was baptized, and that it was the 
fifteenth year of Tiberius; and his denunciation of woe to the 
rich, and the miracles of the fishes which Peter and his com- 
panions caught, and many more circumstances ; for he goes 
through the whole Gospel of St. Luke, detaching from it the 
incidents which belonged peculiarly to that Evangelist.‘ 
Now what an invaluable testimony have we here to the 
substance of the Gospels being the same now that it was in 
the days of Irenzeus! For the passage points out to us not 
merely what was recorded by one of the Evangelists, but what 
was omitted by the other three ; and we find both the conditions 


' Treneeus, II. ὁ. xxiv. § 4. See Mark vi. 38. 
2 Luke viii. 51. * Ireneus, 111. 6. xiv. § 3. 
8 Origen, Contra Celsum, VI. § 36. 
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fulfilled in every particular by the Gospels we at present 
possess. 

Or if you turn to Justin Martyr, you will discover in 
him also similar incidental evidence of the substantial identity 
of the Gospels with which he was acquainted, and those 
with which we are. This appears, indeed, throughout his 
works ; but more especially in his long comment on the 22nd 
Psalm, which occurs in his Dialogue with Trypho,' where, 
whilst pressing the Jew with the peculiar aptness of the de- 
tails of that Psalm to the events of our Lord’s life, death, 
resurrection and return to his disciples, he reviews to ἃ very 
great extent indeed the scenes described in the Gospels, so as 
to leave no reasonable doubt on the mind of any man, that the 
documents from which he draws his knowledge of these in- 
cidents are the same as those which furnish it to ourselves. 
Nay, more, a passage in Origen would lead us to infer, that 
-he knew of no authentic sources of information whatever re- 
specting Jesus except the Gospels, our own Gospels. Celsus 
(or the Jew in whose person he here speaks) had been 
vapouring “that he had many things to tell of Jesus, and 
true things too, though not like those which had been com- 
mitted to writing by his disciples ; which, however, he would 
not trouble himself to produce. What, then, may these 
true things be,” replies Origen, “which are. not like those 
written in the Gospels, and which Celsus’s Jew will pass 
over? Are we to suppose,” he then adds, “that be makes 
use of a rhetorical figure of speech, and only pretends that he 
has something to tell; having all the while nothing to pro- 
duce which is not in the Gospels, that could strike any reader 
as true, or as conveying any charge against Jesus or his 
doctrine?”* So much for the Gospels. 

In like manner, and from the like authorities, we can 
prove the substance of the Acts of the Apostles to be now 
what it was in the second century. For here again we have 
Irenzeus, whilst pursuing his argument in demonstration of 
there being no other God besides God the Father, nor any 
other Christ besides Jesus who died and rose again, and 
whom the prophets foretold; in opposition to the Gnostics 
who held a primeval God distinct from the Creator, and a 
Jesus who suffered, and a Christ who escaped from the 
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Passion—we have Irenzus, I say, refuting these notions by a 
series of appeals to the Acts of the Apostles; to the scene of 
the election of Matthias in the first chapter; to St. Peter’s 
speech in the second chapter; to the cure of the impotent 
man by Peter and John in the third chapter with all the cir- 
cumstances of it; to the cry of exultation of all the brethren, 
when, in consequence of this miracle, they lifted up their 
voice to God with one accord and said, “Lord, thou art 
God,” &c., in the fourth chapter; and so on,' the quotations 
too, often extending to half a chapter at a time. 

The identity of the substance of the present Epistles with 
that of those bearing the same name in the Primitive Church, 
admits of proof of the same kind more or less copious. For 
you will bear in mind that the task which Irenzeus imposes on 
himself in his fifth book is this: after having refuted the 
heretics by authorities drawn from other quarters, to do it 
now by portions of our Lord’s own teaching, which he had 
not as yet touched, and by the Apostolical Epistles “ex reli- 
quis doctrinze Domini nostri et ex apostolicis epistolis co- 
nabimur ostensiones facere:”* so that his subject led him to 
range largely over those Epistles, and Jay them liberally under 
contribution. And this circumstance accounts, as well for the 
very full testimony he supplies on the question of the Canon 
of Scripture, as on that other question, no less important, 
with which we are now engaged, the identity of the substance 
of the Epistles we at present possess, with that of those 
familiar to this Father. 

The controversies of those days place us exactly in the 
same advantageous position for drawing information on this 
subject from Tertullian. For besides his innumerable re- 
. ferences to the Epistles, throughout his writings in general, in 
his fifth book against Marcion he conducts his argument upon 
precisely the same principle as Irenzus in his fifth book 
against the Gnostics in general; viz. on the principle of 
proving his case out of the Epistles of St. Paul. He will 
show that “as Christ himself had made no such revelation 
respecting God as Marcion contended for, there was the more 
need it should be made by that Apostle; and he had ar- 
ranged his reasonings in the order he had done, for the pur- 
pose of demonstrating, that as no other God besides the 
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Creator had been set forth by Christ, so had none other been 
set forth by the Apostle ; as will appear,” says he, “from the 
Epistles themselves of Paul ; which however, like the Gospel, 
had been mutilated by the heretics, because they were per- 
ceived to be against them.”’ Here, therefore, as before, the 
very plan of the argument of the Father developes, not the 
Canon only of the Epistles, but the substance of them, which 
is what we are now considering ; proving to a demonstration, 
and by quotations so ample and so numerous, that it is out of 
the question to recite them, the substance of the Epistles 
known to us, to be the substance of the Epistles known to 
Tertullian. 

Before I make an end, I cannot forbear once more drawing 
your attention to the folly of those, for I can call it by no 
gentler term, who would drive the Fathers out of the field of 
ecclesiastical literature, and regard all such as take an interest 
in them with suspicion ; pregnant as you see they are with 
conclusions of such enormous importance as those which I 
have been deducing from them to-day. 


1 Sive nihil tale de Deo Christus re- | Deum ab apostolo circumlatum, sicut 
velaverat, tanto magis ab apostolo debu- | probavimus, nec a Christo; ex ipsis uti- 
erat revelari, qui jam non posset ab | que epistolis Pauli, quas proinde muti- 
alio; non credendus sine dubio, si nec | latas etiam de numero, forma jam he. 
ab apostolo revelatus. Quod idcirco | retici Evangelii prejudicasse debebit.— 
preestruximus, ut jam hine profiteamur | Adv. Marcionem, V. c. i. 
nos proinde probaturos, nullum alium 
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LECTURE IX. 


Use of the Fathers in ascertaining the tert of the New Testament. Their mo- 
tives for accuracy in this particular. Importance of their testimony in estab- 
lishing the genuineness of whole passages. The impression produced by it 
increased, when the occasion of it is known. Its use further exemplified, where 
the genuineness of the passage is doubtful, as 1 John v. 7, and the subscription 
of the first Epistle to the Corinthians. The same testimony of still greater 
value in the criticism of single words; opposed to the reading of Griesbach 
and Wetstein in Acts xx. 28, and to that of the “Improved Version” in Rom. 
ix. 5. Some other examples. 


(THE next advantage which I said resulted from the testi- 
mony of the Fathers, was the light they throw on the 
text of Scripture. It must be so with writers who lived 
at so very early a date, whose works are filled with quotations 
from the books of the New Testament, and with dissertations 
on the meaning, and who were under the strongest impressions 
of the grievous sin there was in taking any liberty with the 
sacred text.’ Neither was it enough for them to have a 
general acquaintance with Holy Writ: the various forms of 
heresy, with which they had to contend, exacting more from 
them than this. Many of the heretics mutilated Scripture to 
serve their purposes; it was the more necessary, therefore, 
that they should be prepared with the genuine text. Many 
misinterpreted and perverted it; it was required of them, 
therefore, to wrest the passages thus distorted from their 
hands, on which occasions the disputes would sometimes turn 
on so small a matter as the position of a point. A particular 
knowledge, therefore, of Scripture was absolutely demanded 
of the champions of orthodoxy and the Church: and I think 
we must be often struck, especially when reading the works 
of the early Fathers, with the microscopic eye, which they 
1 See Treneus, V. co. xxx. § 1.4 be remarked, the observation is called 
"Ἔπειτα δὲ τοῦ προσθέντος, ἢ ἀφελόν- | forth by a question respecting a text in 
ros τι τῆς γραφῆς, ἐπιτιμίαν οὐ τὴν | the New Testament and not the Old; 


οὖσαν ἔχοντος, els αὐτὴν ἐμπεσεῖν | the number of the beast in the Reve- 
xn τὸν τοιοῦτον. Where it may | lation, ch. xiii. 18. 
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cast on Scripture, and the conclusions—the fair conclusions— 
they frequently extract from texts, which would not have 
suggested themselves to listless or superficial readers. 

In treating of the subject before us, I am only overwhelmed 
by the mass of matter proper to illustrate it, which lies at 
the command of any man even moderately informed in these 
early authors. I will, however, endeavour to lay before you 
some examples of the use of the Fathers in this particular, 
not, perhaps, the best that might be furnished—for the best 
will not always come at one’s call; and one often has to 
regret, after having delivered a Lecture, that such and such 
passages to the purpose did not present themselves at the 
time of composing it—but at all events examples sufficiently 
in point to establish the proposition before us, and to increase 
your respect for the study of authors so conducive to the 
most important interests of sound theology. Our own sense, 
indeed, would dictate to us that such use as I am now draw- 
ing from the Fathers must naturally belong to them, and 
some may think that it is superfluous to enter into details in a 
case so clear; but that sort of general acquiescence in a truth 
is a very different thing from a conviction of it wrought by 
the effect of specific illustrations in point, and with these 
present in our minds we become far more able to contend 
with gainsayers. 

Now in the first place, whole passages of the New Testa- 
ment have been objected against as spurious or of doubtful 
authority by persons who would understand the Scriptures in 
a sense of their own, and in no other, and who were, there- 
fore, under a temptation to decry portions of it which stood 
in the way of their theory. For instance, modern Unitarians 
have called in question large portions of the two first chapters 
of the Gospel of St. Matthew.’ The “Improved Version” of 
the New Testament pronounces it impossible that the gene- 
alogy and the history which follows the gehealogy, and ex- 
tends to the end of the second chapter, and which contains an 
account of the miraculous conception, could have been written 
by the same author.? Certainly it would be enough to reply, 
as it may be replied with truth, that the manuscripts are 
altogether against them. But two witnesses are better than 


' Bloomfield’s Greek Testament, vol. 2 The New Testament in an Im- 
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one nevertheless, and it is satisfactory to be able to confirm 
the manuscripts by the testimony of the Fathers, who lived 
almost as early as when manuscripts of the New Testament 
began to have any existence—especially as such testimony is 
of ἃ popular character, more readily remembered, and more 
easily appreciated, than the number and value of the manu- 
scripts. Such a Father is Irenzeus ; fortunately, providentially 
we may say, he was engaged in controversy with parties whose 
faith was unsound as to the nature of Jesus Christ: not that 
they denied or doubted the Divinity of Christ (with the 
exception of a small and inconsiderable sect of heretics ἢ) ; but 
instead of believing that “Though he be God and Man, yet 
he is not two, but one Christ,” maintained that Jesus and 
Christ were separate beings, Christ descending upon Jesus at 
his baptism and quitting him before his crucifixion. In re- 
futing this absurd notion, Irenzeus appeals, amongst other 
proofs, to the whole of the first chapter of the Gospel of 
St. Matthew, both to the genealogy and to the history of 
the miraculous conception which follows it, and evidently 
without the least suspicion that its genuineness could be dis- 
puted. “I have already sufficiently proved,” says he, “ from 
the language of John, that he understood the Word of God 
to be one and the same, to be the Only Begotten; to be the 
same who took flesh for our salvation, even Jesus Christ our 
Lord. However, Matthew knowing that Jesus is one and the 
same, when setting forth his human generation of a virgin (even 
as God promised David, that of the fruit of his body he would 
raise up an everlasting king ; and again, long before, gave the 
same promise to Abraham), saith, ‘The book of the generation 
of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham ;’ 
afterwards,-in order, to set our minds free from all suspicion 
about Joseph he saith, ‘Now the birth of Christ was on this 
wise ; when as his mother was espoused unto Joseph, before 
they came together, she was found to be with child of the Holy 
Ghost ;’ afterwards, when Joseph was thinking of putting 
Mary away because she was pregnant, an angel of God ap- 
peared unto him and said, ‘Fear not to take unto thee Mary 
thy wife, for that which is conceived in her is of the Holy 
Ghost ; and she shall bring forth a son, and thou shalt call 
his name Jesus, for he shall save his people from their -sins. 


' Twés.—Justin Martyr, Dial. § 48. 
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Now all this was done that it might be fulfilled which was 
spoken of the Lord by the Prophet, Behold a virgin shall be 
with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall call his 
name Emmanuel, which is, God with us ;’ manifestly signify- 
ing,” continues Irenzeus, “that the promise which had been 
made to the Fathers had been fulfilled, that the Son of God 
had been born of a virgin, and that this same was the Saviour 
Christ, whom the prophets foretold; not, as they say, that 
Jesus was he who was born of Mary, but Christ, he who 
descended upon him. For whereas Matthew might have 
written, ‘The birth of Jesus was on this wise,’ the Holy 
Ghost, foreseeing corrupters (of the truth), and providing 
against their artifice, says, by Matthew, ‘Now the birth of 
Christ was on this wise,’” (Irenzeus reading Χριστοῦ and not 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ,) “and says, too, that this is Emmanuel, lest 
perchance ‘we should suppose him to be only a man . . . and 
in order that we should not suspect Jesus to be one person 
and Christ another, but be assured that they were one and 
the same.”? 

Who can read this passage and entertain a doubt that 
Irenzeus had no misgiving whatever respecting the genuine- 
ness of the first chapter of St. Matthew ; that he felt in using 
it he was building his argument against the Valentinians 
on a foundation that could not be shaken? And who can 
help being struck with the thought that these imaginations of 
the heretics of the first and second centuries, wild and base- 
less as they seem, so wild and so baseless that we wonder 
they should have called up such a patient antagonist as Ire- 
nsous, were just the very crotchets which were calculated to 
cause him and others, in refuting them, to put their testimony 
on record to portions of Scripture, which have the nature of 
Jesus Christ for their subject ; passages on that very account 
of infinite value, and worthy of every guarantee that could 
be devised for their authority, and thus to preserve to the end 
of time weapons of war against any Anti-Christian heresy 
which, in the lapse of ages, might discover itself. 

Clemens Alexandrinus affords us similar evidence, and of 
the same incidental character as the last, to the genuineness of 
the first chapter of St. Matthew. Indeed, all the evidence 
these very early Fathers furnish on these most interesting 
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topics is incidental, and on that very account is the more 
precious ; for they are pursuing other inquiries of their own— 
inquiries for the most part of little concern to us—when the 
information of which we are in search escapes them by the 
way. Clemens, I say, is engaged in a very copious and 
favourite argument of his, that of proving that all heathen 
literature is long subsequent to Jewish. In the course of it 
he gathers some dates which answer his purpose from Jose- 
phus, which show that from Moses to the tenth of Antoninus 
were 1933 years, so far back was the Law given. “Others,” 
he proceeds, “ reckoning from Inachus and Moses to the death 
of Commodus, say that there were 2942 years; others, again, 
2821. But in the Gospel according to Matthew,”’ he con- 
tinues, which is the passage I am submitting to your atten- 
tion, “the genealogy is carried on from Abraham to Mary the 
mother of our Lord. For from Abraham to David, it says, 
are fourteen generations; and from David until the carrying 
away into Babylon, fourteen generations ; and from the carry- 
ing away into Babylon unto Christ are fourteen generations ; 
—three mysticgl intervals completed in six weeks.”' And 
though the argument of Clemens does not lead him in this 
place to quote the first chapter of St. Matthew further than 
the genealogy, he elsewhere acknowledges the fact of the 
miraculous conception, the stumbling-block of the “ Improved 
Version,” saying, for instance, “That the Word proceeding 
(προελθὼν) was the author of Creation ; for when the Word 
took flesh in order that he might be visible, he begat himself.”? 
I have given the argument on which Clemens is employed, 
and the paragraph itself at full, in order that you may see 
the better the entire assumption there is on the part of 
Clemens, though impressed with the truth of the miraculous 


. conception, that this genealogy cannot be gainsaid ; the utter 


absence of all suspicion from his mind that the genuineness 
of it can be questioned. Much of the force of the evidence 
would be lost, did I content myself with this single assertion, 
that Clemens evidently regards the first chapter of St. Mat- 
thew as genuine. You want the setting in order to do the 
jewel justice. I fear my Lectures are sometimes protracted by 
these amplifications ; but I presume that there are some here to 
whom these investigations are new, and I know I can reckon 
' Clem. Alex. Stromat. I. § xxi. p. 409. 2 V, ¢ iii. p. 654. 
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on the forbearance of those whose knowledge is more mature, 
whilst I amplify for a good purpose 

Nor is this all. The “ Improved Version ” further reminds 
its readers that Archbishop Newcome, whose translation is 
taken for the basis of that version, suspects the seventeenth 
verse of the first chapter of St. Matthew’ to be a marginal 
note anciently taken into the text; but we see Clemens in 
this place not only quoting this verse, but actually discovering 
in it a mystical meeting. And Origen, it may be added, on 
one occasion without quoting, evidently in a loose manner 
refers to the verse?; and on another represents Celsus as 
founding one of his infidel arguments on the Saviour’s gene- 
alogy as given in the Evangelists, and in replying to him, so 
far is he from intimating that the genealogies are spurious, 
that he actually retorts upon him that he was not even in- 
timately acquainted with the argument he was handling ; for 
that had he been he would have known, which it seemed he 
did not, that the Christians themselves had found a difficulty 
and a subject of investigation in the discrepancy of the gene- 
alogies ; thus clearly suggesting to us that the genealogies both 
of St. Matthew and St. Luke were in his days what they are 
in ours, and were undisputed passages of the New Testament, 
both of them.’ 

Again, I observe it stated‘ that some modern Germans 
pronounce, in the same spirit of rash and presumptuous con- 
jecture which dictated the last objection, the passage in the 
twenty-seventh chapter of St. Matthew,’ where it is said, 
“The graves were opened, and many bodies of the saints 
which slept arose and came out of the graves,” &.—an 
incident not mentioned by any other of the Evangelists—to 
be spurious. Here, again, it might be enough to reply, that 
the manuscripts are all against them. But still it is satisfac- 
tory to know, that so early as Ignatius there is allusion made 
to the fact, though not ἃ quotation of the words, the allusion, " 
perhaps, carrying even more conviction to the mind that the 
verse existed in the copy of St. Matthew’s Gospel which was 
in the hands of Ignatius, than the insertion of the text itself 
would have done. “ How shall we be able to live without 


1“ So all the generations from Abra- 3 II. ς 82. 
ham to David are fourteen generations,” “See Bloomfield’s Edition of the — 
ἄς. Greek Testament, in loc. 
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him?” writes he to the Magnesians, “whose disciples the 
very prophets were, and whom by the Spirit they expected as 
their teacher ; and therefore he, whom they righteously waited 
for, being come, raised them up from the dead.’”' 

Thus will the Fathers often supply a ready and intelligible 
answer to rash charges indeed, thrown out against the received 
text of Scripture, but such charges nevertheless as it is desi- 
rable to meet and silence. 

Again, they will be equally important in the investigation 
of passages of doubtful character. How greatly is their 
testimony concerned, for instance, in determining the genuine- 
ness of 1 John v. 7. I am not of course, about to embark 
upon this elaborate controversy, a portion of which has nothing 
to do with the subject now before us, which is to show the 
value of the Fathers in determining the text of Scripture : 
though, indeed, this case of the disputed verse pretty much 
resolves itself eventually into a scrutiny of two passages of 
the Fathers, one in Tertullian, and the other in Cyprian. 
Annihilate these, and the support of the verse from other 
quarters greatly fails: on the other hand, prove that they 
certainly contemplate the verse, and in spite of the argument, 
from the manuscripts there would have been great difficulty 
in rejecting a passage which could be vindicated by testimony 
so early. Show that the resemblance to the verse certainly 
discoverable in those two passages can be accounted for with- 
out supposing Tertullian and Cyprian to have seen it, and the 
probability of its spuriousness will augment in proportion to 
the success with which that proposition is made out. This is 
the passage in Tertullian: “Cseterum, de meo sumet, inquit ; 
sicut ipse de Patris. Ita connexus Patris in Filio, et Filii in 
Paracleto, tres efficit cohserentes, alterum ex altero, qui tres 
unum sunt, non unus: quo modo dictum est, Ego et Pater 
unum sumus, ad substantis: unitatem, non ad numeri singu- 
laritatem.”* “He shall take, says the Son, of mine,’ as I 
myself took of the Father’s. Thus the connection of the Father 
in the Son, and of the Son in the Paraclete, makes three Per- 
sons cohering one with another, which three are one substance 
(unum), not one Person (unus), as it is written, ‘I and my 
Father are one, * 7. 6. as to unity of substance not as to 

1 Ignat. ad Magnes. § ix. | 3 John xvi. 14. 
? Tertull. Adv. Praxeam, c. xxv. 4 x. 30. . 3 
ΒΒ 
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singularity of number.” Here, says one party, in the expression, 
“tres unum sunt,” you have a quotation from the disputed verse 
1 John v. 7. No, replies the other, Tertullian does not mark 
it as a quotation, which, had it been one, he would have 
done ; for he had done so just before, when he had quoted 
John xvi. 14, using an “inquit ;” and again he does so just 
after, when he quotes John x. 30, using a “dictum est:” yet 
here he gives no intimation of the kind. Moreover, if the 
three heavenly witnesses were in Tertullian’s copy, why does 
he content himself with so slight an allusion as this to a text 
so much to his purpose; so much more to his purpose than 
that of John x. 30, which he instantly after proceeds to cite? 
And how comes it, that in a treatise of some length, such as 
this against; Praxeas is, and where the course of the argument 
is constantly forcing him upon this disputed text, he never 
advances it but in this one supposed case? The words “qui 
tres unum sunt,” therefore, they maintain, are Tertullian’s 
own ; as if he had argued, “ which three are one, unwm I say, 
not unwus ; just as in St. John’s Gospel we have, ‘I and my 
Father are one,’ where it is also unum; for it is meant unity 
of substance, not singularity of person. ᾿ 
The passage of Cyprian is in his “ De Unitate Ecclesizn,” 

“Dicit Dominus, Ego et Pater unum sumus; et iterum de 
Patre et Filio et Spiritu Sancto scriptum est, Ἐξ hi trea unum 
sunt.” “The Lord says, I and my Father are one; and 
again concerning the Father and the Son and the Holy Ghost 
it is written, And these three are one.” Here once more the 
defenders of the verse contend, you have it quoted by Cyprian. 
No, rejoin their antagonists ; it is only an application of his of 
the 8th verse, not a quotation of the 7th, a mystical application 
quite characteristic of him and of his school: just as Facundus, 
a Bishop of the African Church of the sixth century applies it, 
saying, “Joannes Apostolus in epistola sud de Patre et Filio 
et Spiritu Sancto sic dixit, tres sunt, qui testimonium dant 
in terrd,* spiritus, aqua, et sanguis, et hi tres unum sunt, in 
spiritu significans Patrem, in aqu&é vero Spiritum Sanctum 


Δ § vi. son: “In Facundus, it is true, the edi- 
3 It may be said that “in terri” is in | tions six times repeat in terri; but 
itself a part of the interpulated verse, these words are so inconsistent with 
which is from ἐν τῷ οὐρανῷ to ἐν τῇ | the interpretation which Facundus is 
γῇ inclusive. But hear Professor Por- | labouring to establish, that Bengelius 
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significans, in sanguine vero Filium significans.”' “The 
Apostle John in his Epistle writes thus of the Father, and 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, ‘There are three that bear 
witness in earth, the spirit, the water, and the blood, and 
these three are one ;’ by the spirit signifying the Father, by 
the water the Holy Ghost, and by the blood the Son”—a 
passage they further argue, which very strongly implies that 
Facundus at least knew nothing of the seventh verse; other- 
wise, why should he prove the point, which the seventh verse 
affirms in plain words, by a mystical interpretation of the 
eighth? Moreover, they add, Facundus confirms his own 
mystical interpretation of the eighth verse by an express 
appeal to Cyprian, as one who understood it in the same 
way as himself, and accordingly he quotes the paragraph in 
Cyprian from the “De Unitate Ecclesiz ” just brought before 
you; only he assigns it to a work of his “De Trinitate,” 
whether by a mistake, or whether Cyprian had used it in 
both treatises, the latter of the two being now lost, a point at 
all events of no importance to the argument. This appeal to 
Cyprian by Facundus is a continuation of the foregoing pas- 
sage, and is as follows, “which testimony of the Apostle John, 
. Cyprian in an Epistle or book, which he wrote concerning the 
Trinity, understands to have been said of the Father, and 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost, for he says,” &.; and then 
comes the paragraph from Cyprian already given. This shows 
that Facundus knew nothing of the seventh verse, and that 
he supposed Cyprian’s allusion to be to the eighth and not to 
the seventh. But how, rejoin the defenders of the verse, do 
you explain the term, “it is written,’ with which Cyprian 
ushers in the phrase, “And these three are one?”? Does 
not this prove that Cyprian at any rate considered it a quota- 
tion, and is not the sentence in fact found in the disputed 
verse? No doubt Cyprian considered it a quotation, is the 
reply, but the eighth verse supplies a similar phrase, καὶ οἱ 
τρεῖς eis τὸ ἵν εἰσιν, and is the one which Cyprian was 
thinking of and citing. And you will have the less difficulty 
in allowing this as Facundus, who unquestionably cites the 


fairly allows them to have been added | p. 886. 

by transcribers. We ought also to con- 1 Facundus, Pro Defensione Trium 
sider that Facundus has been published | Capitulorum, T. c. ii. 

from a single MS."—Letters to Travis,! * Kal οὗτοι οἱ τρεῖς & εἰσι. 
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eighth verse and not the seventh, cites these words exactly 
as Cyprian does, “et hi tres unum sunt.” 

I shall not pursue this subject further, nor am I called 
upon to express any positive opinion on the disputed verse, 
whether it is genuine or not; but I say that the short state- 
ment I have made.of a main feature of the controversy must 
suffice to satisfy you, that the Fathers have a great deal to 
‘do in determining it; and that he would be a strange critic 
of the New Testament who should undertake to fix the true 
text in this place, and banish the Fathers from all share in 
his reasoning. 

Again, to take another case of a different kind; the date 
of the first Epistle to the Corinthians subscribed at the foot 
of it in our ordinary copies runs thus: “The First Epistle to 
the Corinthians was written from Philippi by Stephanas, and 
Fortunatus, and Achaicus, and Timotheus.” Now it is evi- 
dent from an argument of Origen’s in his treatise περὶ Evyijs,' 
that no subscription of this kind was known to him; for he 
takes it for granted that St. Paul wrote this Epistle from 
Ephesus and not from Philippi. He is speaking of the 
congregation in which prayer is made; and is contending 
that besides the visible worshippers there are present also 
invisible angels, and the power of the Saviour, and the blessed 
spirits of the departed ; and to prove the latter he adduces a 
text from the first Epistle to the Corinthians? where “Paul 
says, ‘when ye are gathered together, and my spirit, with 
the power of our Lord Jesus Christ ;’ as though the power 
-of the Lord Jesus,” proceeds Origen, “was connected not 
only with the Ephesians” (ὁ. 6. those amongst whom Paul 
was at the time) “but with the Corinthians ” (7. 6. those to 
whom ‘he was writing). “Now, if Paul,” he continues, 
“being yet enclosed in the body,” and, as appears from the 
last paragraph, at Ephesus, “considered that he could help 
them with his spirit who were in Corinth, we must not deny 
that in like manner the blessed souls departed may come in 
the spirit to the Churches yet more readily than one who is 
in the body.” Origen’s date of the Epistle, it is true, is per- 
fectly consistent with the internal evidence of the Epistle 
itself, as appears by comparing ch. xvi. 8 and 19; but it is 
entirely at variance with the subscription of the Epistle ; and 

1 § 31, p. 269, Bened. Ed. 21 Cor. v. 4. 
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confirms Paley: 8 view of that ὑμῶν given in his “ Horse 
Pauline.” 

I have hitherto been soutsnplaune the case of -whole pas- 
sages of the text of the New Testament affected by the evi- 
dence of the Fathers ; sustained, suspended, or proscribed by 
it. When we come to particular expressions and various 
readings, in proportion as they are vastly more numerous 
than the former, the value of that evidence becomes still 
more apparent. 

Look at the well-known text, the 28th verse of the xxth 
chapter of the Acts. “Take heed therefore unto yourselves, 
and to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath 
made you overseers, to feed the Church of God, which he 
hath purchased with his own blood,” ποιμαίνειν τὴν ἐκκλησίαν 
τοῦ Θεοῦ ἣν περιεποιήσατο διὰ τοῦ ἰδίου αἵματορ. Here the 
evidence of the manuscripts is conflicting. Wetstein and 
Griesbach decide in favour of τοῦ Κυρίου, the latter par- 
ticularly affirming that no MS. of very ancient date or high 
character presents the received reading Θεοῦ. And yet the 
Vatican MS., perhaps that of the highest authority of all, 
was examined for the London edition of Griesbach’s New 
Testament published in 1818, Dr. Burton tells us, and was 
found to contain this reading.’ It has been observed by a 
very able writer in the “Monthly Censor,” a shortlived peri- 
odical which appeared a few years ago, Number VIII., 1823, 
in a Review of Mr. Belsham’s translation of St. Paul’s Epistles, 
“We have been long aware that by thuse most hostile to the 
established faith, the labours of Griesbach have been looked 
upon with peculiar complacency.”* But however that may 


tim. Contra Judzos, IT. 6. vi.) has Deus. 
Bishop Middleton, after making some 
remarks on the Socinian conjecture on 
the text of this verse, viz. that we should 
read ὧν 6—a conjecture, says he, involv- 
ing an argument which is improbable, 


Mo. xv. § 1. 

2 Griesbach, in loc. 

*See Monitum ante Pref. p. ii.; 
Burton’s Testimonies of the Ante-Ni- 
cene Fathers, p. 17. 

4 See 6. g. Griesbach, 1 Tim. iii. 16, 


ὃς ἐφανερώθη. Yet see Porson’s Letters 
to Travis, p. 148. “You will probably 
defend the latter reading (i. e. Θεὸς in- 
stead of ὃς), nor shall I dispute it.” 
Rom. ix. 5. 'O ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων Θεὸς 
εὐλογητός. Griesbach, Θεός = Cypr. 
ed. Does this mean, Cyprian omits 
Θεός ? = is the sign of omission ; but 
what does ed. mean? Certainly the 
Benedictine Edition of Cyprian (Tes- 


and Greek which is impossible, adds, 
‘“‘ Yet Griesbach has, in his new edition, 
honoured this conjecture with a place 
among his various readings.”—On the 
Greek Article, in loc. In ἃ paper in 
the Quarterly Review, No. 65, p. 80, on 
the controversy on 1 John v. 7 (written 
I conclude by Dr. Turton, now Bishop 
of Ely), is the following passage :—“ It 
is the fashion to extol Griesbach’s la- 
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be, the evidence of the Fathers certainly tends very much to 
turn the scale in favour of Θεοῦ, and the received text: and 
so far from: being fuirly represented by Griesbach, who says, 
“neque apud Patres certa lectionis istius vestigia deprehen- 
duntur ante Epiphanium,”' the contrary is the truth. It is 
possible, nay probable, that Griesbach trusted to Wetstein’s 
note upon this verse of the Acts, in which he professes to 
produce the authorities from the Fathers for and against the 
expression αἷμα Θεοῦ. But even then he could not have felt 
safe in making so unqualified an assertion. And besides, Wet- 
stein’s list itself is far from being either complete or accurate 
—not complete, for it omits several authonties in favour of 
the ordinary reading, as that of Clemens Alexandrinus ; 
quotes partially that of Tertullian; omits several places in 
Origen which involve the term, whilst he extracts two which 
indirectly seem to resent it—not accurate, for he probably 
misquotes a passage from Athanasius contra Apollinarium, 
and by reading καθ᾽ nas instead of καθ᾽ ὑμᾶς reverses the 
meaning. “According to you,” says Athanasius (not according 
to us), “the blood of God is not mentioned in Scripture, but 
this is the daring of the Arians.” ? 

Let us turn then to the phraseology of the early Fathers 
in succession, and so judge for ourselves of the value of this 
assertion of Griesbach’s “that no certain traces of the ordi- 
nary reading are to be found in them before Epiphanius.” 

In the Epistle of Ignatius to the Ephesians,*® we have the 
following paragraph: “Being imitators of God ; having ani- 
mated yourselves by the blood of God, ye have performed 
perfectly the congenial work ;” and if it be any satisfaction 
to any of my hearers to know it, the passage is found in the 
recently-discovered Syriac copy ef this Epistle. 

In the ‘Quis dives salvetur” of Clemens Alexandrinus 
occurs this sentence: “For they know not what a treasure 
we bear about us in our earthen vessels ; a treasure protected 
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bours in that department. In matters | the editions in common use.” 


of this moment it would be wrong to 
disguise our sentiments; and therefore, 
so far from expressing any admiration 
of his system, we avow our opinion 
that an edition of the Greek Testament 
which should adopt all his notions of 
the best readings, would vary much 
more from the original standard than 


1 Griesbach, vol. ii. p. 115, 8vo. 

2 See the Review of Mr. Belsham's 
Translation of St. Paul's Epistles in 
the Monthly Censor, No. VIII., 1823. 
This Review is recommended strongly 
in ἃ note to the above paper in the 
Quarterly Review. 

* 51. 
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by the power of God the Father, and the blood of God the 
Son, and by the dew of the Holy’ Ghost.” 

In Tertullian, Ad Uxorem, 11. c. iii., “I know we are not 
our own, but bought with a price; and what sort of price ? 
the blood of God.” This passage Wetstein quotes, but there 
are several other passages in this author most concurrent in 
meaning with this, which he overlooks. Thus Tertullian 
speaks of “God being crucified”? over and over again. In 
his “De Carne Christi,” he is bantering Marcion: “You 
talk of the folly of believing this and that.® . . . But God 
hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the 
wise . Foolish things are they which relate to the insults 
and sufferings of God. Or will they call it wisdom to say 
that God was crucified? You must get rid of this, Marcion ; 
yes, in the very first place. For which is the most unworthy 
of God? which must we blush for most; that he should be 
born, or that he should die? that he should bear flesh, or 
bear the cross? that he should be circumcised or crucified ? 

. Make answer to this, thou slayer of the truth! Was 
not God truly crucified? Having been truly crucified, did he 
not truly die? As he was truly dead, was he not truly 
raised to life? It was ἃ fallacy, to be sure, of Paul’s, when 
he determined to know nothing amongst us, save Jesus cruci- 
fied: he falsely taught that he was buried; falsely inculcated 
that he was raised again. False, then, is our faith; and all 
that we hope from Christ is a vision! Most wicked of men to 
excuse the murderers of God.” * Whatever may be thought of 
the temerity of these words (a temerity characteristic of their 
author), we cannot deny that they lend the most unflinching 
support to the reading αἷμα Θεοῦ. Neither is it on one occasion 
only, or in a moment of peculiar heat, that this expression of 
Tertullian escapes him ; he recurs to it elsewhere; and in his 
treatise against Marcion, uses the following language: “God 
acted with man that man might be enabled to act with God. 
God was made little, that man might be made great. If you 
despise such a God, I am at a loss to know whether you truly 
believe that God was crucified.”* And once more in the 
same treatise :° “Well is it with Christians who believe that 


1 Clem. Alex. Quis dives salvetur, ὁ 3. iv. 4 6. v. 
XXXiv. p. 954. § Adv. Marcionem, II. 9. xxvii. 
3 ‘Tertullian, De Carne Christi, c. v. ὃς, xvi, 
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God did die, and yet that he lives for ever.” It is evident 
that, from whatever source derived, the mind of Tertullian is 
familiar with the idea of the αἷμα Θεοῦ. There is not one of 
these passages, except the first, of which Wetstein takes any 
notice. 

On the other hand it is said, that Irenseus quotes the verse, 
and reads “ecclesiam Domini,”' as though Kupéov were in 
his copy. But it must be borne in mind that we have not 
here the original text of Irenseus, but merely the language of 
his barbarous translator ; whica, though in general probably 
giving the substantial meaning of the author, cannot be de- 
pended upon as an authority for a various reading: more- 
over, that in several passages, where we happen to have the 
Greek as well as the translation, it appears that the trans- 
lator was not nice in rendering either the term “God,” or 
“Lord.” Thus in Book V. c. iii. ὃ 2, the Greek runs, ra δὲ 
τέχνης καὶ copias μετέχοντα Θεοῦ, “things which partake of 
the art and wisdom of God,” but the translation has it, 
“gus autem.sapientiam participant Domini.” So in Book V. 
6. ii. ὃ 3, the Greek has it, “the body and blood of the Lord 
(τοῦ Kupiav) ;” the Latin, “the body and blood of Christ.” 
In the Preface to Book I. § 2, the Greek speaks of blasphemy 
against Christ, the Latin of blasphemy against God. So that 
it is clear in the case before us it cannot be concluded that 
Irenseus did not say ἐκκλησίαν τοῦ Θεοῦ, because the trans- 
lator happens to say, “ecclesiam Domini.” These instances 
of loose translation I have taken from Dr. Burton’s “ Testi- 
monies of the Ante-Nicene Fathers to the Divinity of Christ;”? 
and I have little doubt many others might be added to 
them: indeed one I will name, in Book 11. c. xxvi. ᾧ 1, 
where we have in the Greek, “blasphemers against their 
Lord or Master (δεσπότην) ;” but in the Latin, “blasphemers 
against their God.” 

Moreover, though it is true we do not find in Irenseus the 
exact phrase, “the blood of God,’’ yet we do find in him 
language which approaches it very closely. Thus he says, 
This is the mystery which he” (Paul) “tells us was made 
known to him by revelation, that he who suffered under 
Pontius Pilate, the same is Lord of all, and King, and αοά. 
And another expression which Irenzeus uses may be con- 


' Ireneeus, ILI. c. xiv. § 2. 2 p. 19. > Treneeus, 111. c. xii. § 9. 
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sidered as belonging to the same class, “that the Virgin Mary 
received the glad tidings by the word of the angel that she 
should conceive God.”' For it is probable that the same 
author who would speak of conceiving God, would find 
nothing objectionable in the phrase, blood of God. 

But whatever may be the weight, be it more, or be it less, 
that we attach to the several passages from the Fathers 
which I have adduced on this subject, the purpose for which 
I have adduced them is answered; since none can deny, 
that, in .determining the probable reading of Acts xx. 28, 
their testimony is of great importance ; testimony which 
proves that the phrase αἷμα Θεοῦ, so far from being strange 
to the early Church, is thoroughly familiar to it, from what- 
ever source derived. 

I will take another example in illustration of the subject 
before us. In Rom. ix. 5, we have the text, according to 
our version, “ Whose are the fathers, and of whom as con- 
cerning the flesh Christ came, who is over all, God blessed 
for ever,” ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πάντων Beos εὐλογητὸς eis τοὺς aidvas. 
“Of whom, by natural descent, Christ came, God who is 
over all be blessed for ever,’ is the translation of the “Im- 
proved Version:”’ and there is added in a note, “The early 
Christian writers do not apply these words to Christ, but 
-pronounce it to be rashness and impiety to say that Christ 
was God over all. The word God,” it continues, “appears 
to have been wanting in Chrysostom’s, and some other ancient 
copies ; see Grotius, Erasmus, and Griesbach. It is a very 
plausible conjecture,” it proceeds, “of Crellius, Schlichtingius, 
Whitby, and Taylor, that the original reading was ὧν ὁ, in- 
stead of 6 ὦν. This would render the climax complete, ὧν 
ἡ υἱοθεσία, ὧν οἱ πατέρες, ὧν ὁ Χριστὸν, dv ὁ Θεός, ‘of 
whom was the adoption, of whom were the Fathers, of whom 
was Christ, of whom was God, who is over all.’ Nor is it 
likely, when the Apostle was professedly summing up the pri- 
vileges of the Jews, that he should have overlooked the great 
privilege which was their chief boast, that God was in a pecu- 
liar sense their God.” Such are the sentiments of the author 
of the “Improved Version,” sentiments which one may re- 
mark, in passing, even the Greek subverts, requiring as it 


1 Treneus, V. c. xix. § 1. 
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would a repetition of the article, ὧν ὁ ἐπὶ πάντων Beds ὁ 
εὐλογητός, for which it makes no provision. 

With ‘respect to the omission of the word “God” in 
Chrysostom’s, and other ancient copies, even Wetstein does 
not think it worth while to take any notice of it; and 
Griesbach, who does, and to whom the note in the “Im- 
proved Version” refers us, does so in a manner which only 
shows how frivolous is the argument drawn from that omis- 
sion; for though Chrysostom, as Qriesbach says, omits the 
clause, ὁ ὧν ἐπὶ πώντων Θεός, in his commentary on the 
passage ; in the text, on which he is commenting, as given 
by him it stands ; and so it does in other places in his works ; 
the omission, which you see is not of Θεὸν merely, but of the 
whole paragraph, being here made by him no‘doubt for short, 
and to save writing. But no early Christian writers apply 
the words to Christ! What then says Irenseus? We have 
the passage only in the Latin translation it is true; but what 
is that translation? ‘Ex quibus Christus secundum carnem, 
qui est Deus super omnes benedictus in sxcula,”! “of whom 
as concerning the flesh is Christ, who is God over all blessed 
for ever ;” the reading ὧν ὁ also disposed of by it as effectually 
as the assertion that the early Fathers do not apply the text 
to Christ. And Tertullian’s authority is as clear upon the 
point as that of Irenseus; nay, even yet more satisfactory ;- 
not only because we have not to get at him through a trans- 
lation, but because, though his rendering of the verse is not 
the same 88 that of Irenseus, it nevertheless points to the 
same Greek text of the verse; gives the same meaning to it ; 
and what is more still, whilst it presents to us the verse 
twice, it is not in the two cases in exactly the same words or 
order of words, yet in both cases the signification is the same 
as before; the same as that of our own version; and in both 
cases there is still the same evidence as before that the Ocos 
was in his copy; and that his punctuation was the same as 
our own. “Ex quibus Christus, qui est Deus super omnia 
benedictus in svum omne ;”* and again, quorum patres, et 
ex quibus Christus secundum carnem, qui est super omnia 
Deus benedictus in svum.”* Testimony to the same effect is 


' Irenseus, ITT. 6. xvi. § 3. 8. 0. xv. 
3 Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, ὁ. xiii. 
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afforded by Hippolytus ;' by Origen,? though in this instance 
- only in the Latin of Rufinus ; by Cyprian’; and by others.* 

I will just point to a few other examples of readings of 
Scripture, affected one way or other by the testimony of the 
Fathers, without entering on any comment. Thus in 1 Cor. 
x. 9. “Neither let us tempt Christ, as some of them also 
tempted,” Κύριον is a reading recognised by Griesbach as 
bearing a comparison in authority with Χριστόν. However, 
“Nec tentemus Christum, quemadmodum quidam eorum ten- 
taverunt,” is the translation of Irengeus*; which, though not 
decisive of the question for reasons already assigned, must be 
taken into account in the discussion of it, valeat quantum 
valet. | 

In Rom. vii: 25,°we have, “Who shall deliver me from 
the body of this death? I thank God through Jesus Christ 
our Lord:” εὐχαριστῶ τῷ Θεῷ is the received reading ; 
χάρι» τῷ Θεῷ a reading, according to Griesbach, not inferior 
to it; ἡ χάρις τοῦ Θεοῦ a reading given by him in the notes 
as that of the Clermont, and St. Germain MSS. “Quis me 
liberabit de corpore mortis hujus?” is the way in which 
Irenseus renders the text; adding, “deinde infert libera- 
torem, gratia Jesu Christi Domini nostri:”° as though Ire- 
ngeus understood it, ‘“‘ Who shall deliver me from the body of 
this death? The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ”; which, 
though not answering exactly to ἡ yapss τοῦ Θεοῦ, comes 
nearest to that reading. 

In 1 John ii. 23, “ Whosoever denieth the Son, the same 
hath not the Father:” this is the received text according 
to the Greek; there is added in our translation, “but he 
that acknowledgeth the Son hath the Father also”: and 
Griesbach marks it as a probable addition to the received 
text, ὁ ὁμολογῶν τὸν υἱὸν καὶ τὸν πατέρα ἔχει. Cyprian 
supports this supplement, reading, “qui confitetur Filium, et 
Filium et Patrem habet.”’ 

In Rev. xviii. 5, we have, according to the common read- 
ing, “ For her sins have reached unto heaven” (ἠκολούθησαν), 


1 Hippolytus, Contra Noetum, c. ii. | Ante-Nicene Fathers, p. 87, et seq. 


3 Origen, Comment. in Rom. 110. vii.}| δ᾽ Irenmus, IV. 6. xxvii. § 3. 
8 13, vol. iv. p. 612. 6 III. ὁ. xx. § 3. 

3 Cyprian, Testim. contra Judeos,1I.| 7 Cyprian, Testim. adv. Judeos, IT. 
6. Vi. ς, XXvii. 
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“cleaved to the parties (ἐκολλήθησαν), even appearing against 
them in heaven,” is the reading of the Alexandrine and Royal 
Paris MSS., and 15 adopted by Griesbach. Hippolytus in his 
treatise on Antichrist ' confirms this latter reading.” 

These examples, which might be multiplied to a very great 
extent, may suffice for the purpose of these Lectures. 

I again entreat you to look at the great religious interests 
concerned in the question of patristical evidence—in the 
question of the use of the Fathers; and to observe ‘how 
frequently the defence of the text of Scripture, where a 
various reading even may touch upon a serious heresy, de- 
volves in a considerable degree upon them ; and then to ask 
yourselves whether the study of them can be safely abandoned. 


1 Hippolytas, De Antichristo, § χὶ. dations of the ordinary text, which 
31 take it from Mill, who, in his Pro- | Hippolytus suggests. See Hippolytus, 
legomena to the New Testament, p. | Ed. Fabricii, p. 33. 
lxii,, notices this and some other emen- 
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LECTURE X. 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: I. Their testimony 
opposed to the Sociniap scheme, 1°. In the spiri/ of their expositions, which is 
evangelical, not rationalistic. Extent to which the Old Testament is applied 
by them to Jesus Christ. Concurrence of our Church and of our standard divines 
in this principle of interpretation. The proof of it from the Fathers inde- 
pendent of the merit of their particular expositions. Actual uncertainty as to 
the extent of symbolical teaching in Scripture. 2°. On the doctrine of the 
Trinity. Statement of the Racovian Catechism. The Creed of the early 
Church shown to have been Trinitarian from the exposition of particular texts ; 
from the opinions of early heretics; from primitive practices and formularies ; 
and from the correspondence of the Athanasian Creed with the writers of the 
first three centuries. Unguarded language of these writers, especially of Origen, 
accounted for. 


" the last Lecture we discussed the question of the use of 

the Fathers in establishing the genuine fect of Scripture. 
We will now consider the value they are of in helping us to 
unfgld its meaning, remembering that they are in a very 
great degree the depositories of that traditional knowledge in 
the Church which, descending from the Apostles through a 
succession of ministers has served to maintain orthodoxy in 
the interpretation of Scripture on all the great fundamental 

articles of our faith.! 

No doubt this subject was intimately involved in the last, 
the purport of Scripture being, of course, closely connected with 
‘the correctness of our own readings of the Scripture. Still 
there is a department of exposition, which the Fathers occupy, 
quite independent of disputed readings, supplying us, as they 
often do, with important information as to the general spirit 
which animated the early Church in handling Scripture, with 
keys to the interpretation of it found in the peculiar circum- 
stances of the early Church, and certainly with many probable 
expositions of individual texts. 

1 See Origen, De Principiis, IV. § 9. 
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I. 
§ 1. On the sprit of Patristic Exposition. 


Thus it is a matter of the utmost consequence in the 
examination of the Scriptures of the Old Testament, and 
particularly of the prophetical parts of it, whether we take 
for our principle the Evangelical or the rationalistic scheme of 
interpretation. A tendency to the one or the other has been 
characteristic of certain theological schools from ancient times 
to our own. There may be a risk either way in extremes. 
The one may result in a low, barren, and unworthy view of a 
most mysterious book—the view, in short of a Socinian ; the 
other in a wild, illogical, and imaginative theory of it, such 
as may seem to justify any excesses of the fanatic, and enable 
him to extract from Scripture conclusions of almost any form 
or fashion. But be the latter danger what it may, the prin- 
ciple of interpretation which the Fathers encourage is certainly 
the Evangelical principle, the principle of making Jesus Christ 
the focus, as it were, to which the rays of Scripture almost 
universally tend. “The Son of God is sown everywhere, alf 
through the writings of Moses,” is their dogma'; and again, 
“The Law as read by the Jews at this very time is but a 
fable ; for they have not the key ta the whole, which is the 
Advent of the Son of God to man ; whereas, read by Chri 
tians, it is a treasure, hid indeed in the field, but revealed to 
them.””? 

Their position, it must be admitted, helped to foster in 
them this spirit. In contending with the Jews they could ᾿ 
approach them by no other channel than the Old Testament : 
this was the only ground they and their antagonists could 
occupy in common, and accordingly they certainly do discover 
the Scriptures of the Old Testament to speak of Jesus Christ 
of Nazareth in season and out of season. For they hoped to 
arrive at the heart of the Israelite through the word that was 


1 Inseminatus est ubique in Scrip- ἔχουσι τὴν ἐξήγησι » τῶν πάντων, 
turis ejus (sc. Moysi) Filius Dei.—Ire- ae στὶν ἡ κατ᾽ οὐρανὸν παρουσία τοῦ 
neus, IV. c.x.§ 1. And again, shortly | Υἱοῦ τοῦ Θεοῦ" ὑπὸ δὲ Χριστιανῶν 
after, Et non est numerum dicere in ἀναγινωσκόμενος, θησαυρός ἐστι, κε- 
quia a Moyse ostenditur Filius Dei. κρυμμένος μὲν ἐν ἀγρῷ, αὐτοῖς δὲ 

ἢ Ὑπὸ ᾿Ιουδαίων μὲν ἀναγινωσκόμενος | ἀποκεκαλυμμένος. --- Ireneus, 1V. c. 
6 νόμος ἐν τῳ νῦν καιρῷ, μύθῳ ἔοικεν | xxvi. § 1. 
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dear to him, and so to persuade him to listen to the Gospel 
which they had to disclose. Again, in contending with 
heretics, they had, to a very great extent, to disabuse them 
of a notion that the God of the Old Testament was not the 
God of the New; that the one was a God of justice, the 
other a God of mercy ; and accordingly, in showing the har- 
mony of the two Testaments, they certainly do push to the 
utmost the theory of their approximation. At the same time 
we probably owe it to the existence of this feeling, that les- 
sons both from the Old and New Testament—the new and 
old things of the instructed scribe'—were appointed to be 
᾿ read in the same Services of the Church from the very first’; 
since a practical declaration was by this means made by the 
Church, that the Law was but the Gospel foreshowed—the 
Gospel but the Law fulfilled.’ 

Still, though the character of the sentiments of these several 
antagonists, with whom the early Fathers had to struggle, ἡ 
might tempt them sometimes to strain the principle of Evan- 
gelical interpretation beyond the bounds of discretion, the 
principle itself was most amply recognised by them, inde- 
pendently of all reference to heretic or Jew, and manifests 
itself in works of the Fathers which have no peculiar connec- 
tion with either: the manner in which they used it for the 
refutation of the Jew and the heretic only falling in with 
their method of expounding Scripture at all times and under 
all circumstances. For, indeed, their impression was, that the 
Scriptures, being the work of the Holy Spirit, are not to be 
read as ordinary books ; and that a mere literal interpretation 
of them would be derogatory to that Spirit. ‘“ The Spirit of 
God,” says Origen, when succinctly describing the subjects of 
prophecy, “ the Spirit of God moved the prophets to foretell 
some things for their own times; others for future times ; but 
above all (ἐξαιρετῶφ) to speak of a certain Saviour of the 
human race, who was to come and dwell amongst men.” 
Accordingly (to name a few instances of a style characteristic 


' Treneus, IV. c. ix. § 1. 4 Ad quam regulam etiam divinarum 

2 Compare Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § | literarum intelligentia retinenda est, quo 
67, with Tertullian, De Prescript. He- | scilicet ea que dicuntur, non pro vilitate 
ret. δ, XXXVI. sermonis, sed pro divinitate sancti Spi- 

8 Quest. et Respons. ad Orthodoxos, ; ritus qui eas conscribi inspiravit, cen- 
ci. p. 482. Paris Fd. of Justin Martyr. | seantur.—Origen, De Principiis, 1V. § 27. 
See Hooker, Eccles. Pol. V. c. xx. § 6. | δ᾽ Contra Celsum, IIT. § 3. 
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of all the Fathers), so sober a writer as Clemens Romanus 


- finds in the purple thread which Rahab was directed to 


hang out of her window, a sign, “ That there will be re- 
demption for all who believe and hope in God, through the 
blood of the Lord.”’ Justin Martyr explains the expression, 
“ The government shall be upon his shoulder,” to have relation 
to the Cross, against which the shoulder of the Saviour was 
fixed.” The spit on which the Paschal Lamb was roasted, 
and which he says was cruciform, he construes into the same 
emblem.? ‘The staff by which Moses wrought his miracles, the 
tree planted by the water-side, the wood cast by Elisha into 
the Jordan, which raised up the head of the axe,* and many 
more incidents of the same kind, he still considers significant 
of the Cross. Theophilus discovers in the three days that 
elapsed before the creation of the heavenly bodies a type of 
the Trinity ;° and in the blessing which God bestowed on 
the creatures which were made out of the water, whilst no 
blessing 15 recorded with respect to those made out of the 
earth, man excepted, he perceives a figure of Baptism and its 
benefits. Irengeus, by no means a fanciful writer, and indeed 
chiefly engaged in the refutation of the fancies of others, still 
furnishes examples of the same method of interpreting 


_ Scripture. Jacob held fast by the heel, so Christ came forth 


conquering and to conquer. Jacob got the birthright; the 
Gentiles, the younger people, received Christ, the first-born. 
Jacob gained the blessing ; the Gentiles a greater blessing, 
which the Jews, the elder, despised. Twelve tribes were the 
foundations of the people of Israel; twelve Apostles pillars of 
the Gospel. Jacob had for his wages spotted sheep ; Christ, 
a variety of people. Jacob married two sisters, that his off- 
spring might be numerous; Christ begat a numerous race of 
the two laws. Jacob loved the younger sister best, so did 
Christ the younger Church. Such is the spirit of Irenzeus : 
“ NihiF enim vacuum,” says he, ‘“‘ neque sine signo apud 
Deum.”’ 

-But the Psalms are the portion of Scripture in which the 
Fathers trace this secondary meaning in the most lively man- 
ner, and in the amplest detail. There they find all. the par- 


1 Ad Corinthios, I. § xii: 4 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 86. 
* Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 35. δ Theophilus, IJ.§ 15. ‘I. § 16. 
* Dial. § 40. 7 Irenseus, IV. ¢. xxi. § 3. 
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ticulars of the Birth, Life, Passion, Resurrection, Ascension of 
Jesus, and his final triumph over the world. Did a Psalm say, 
“The dew of thy birth is of the womb of the morning,” or 
as the Septuagint has it, ἐκ γαστρὸς πρὸ ἑωσφόρον ἐγέννησά 
σε, the early Fathers saw in it the miraculous Conception of 
Jesus! Did another say, “ The Lord is my light and my sal- 
vation ; whom then shall I fear?” they saw in Jesus that light, 
lighting, as He did, every man that came into the world.’ 
Did another say, “Thou wast my hope, when I hanged yet 
upon my mother's breasts ;”’ they saw in it the Providence of 
God, which protected Jesus from Herod, whilst he was yet a 
babe at Bethlehem.* Did another say, “The kings of the 
earth stood up, and the rulers took counsel together against 
the Lord and against his anointed ;” they saw in it the com- 
bination of Herod and the Jews, of Pilate and the soldiers 
against Jesus. Did another say, “My heart also in the 
midst of my body is even as melting wax ;” they saw in it 
the bloody sweat in which Jesus was dissolved the night 
before the Passion.* Did another say, “ Hold not thy tongue, 
OQ God of my praise, for the mouth of the ungodly, yea the 
mouth of the deceitful is opened upon me ;” they saw in it the 
complaint of Jesus touching the treachery of Judas.° Did 
another say, “Thou hast heard me also from among the horns 
of the unicorns ;” they saw in the horns of the unicorns the 
arms of the Cross of Jesus.” Did another say, “I laid me 
down and slept, and rose up again, for the Lord sustained 
me; they saw in it the Death, Burial, and Resurrection of 
Jesus." Did another say, “ Lift up your heads, O ye gates, 
‘and be ye lift up, ye everlasting doors, and the King of glory 
shall come in ;” they saw in it the Ascension of Jesus, and his 
entrance once more into heaven.® Did another say, “He re- 
joiceth as a giant to run his course ;” they saw in it the glo- 
rious race of Jesus and his Gospel over all the world.” Did 


' Psalm cx. 3; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
§ 63, et alibi. 


© Psalm cix. 1; Origen, Contra Cel- 
sum, IT. § 11. 


? Psalm xxvii. 1; Origen, Contra Cel- 


sum, VI. § 5. 


* Psalm xxii. 9; Justin Martyr, Dial. 


8. 102, 


4 Psalm ii. 2; Justin Martyr, Apol. 


Ι. § 40. 


δ Psalm xxii. 14; Justin Martyr, Dial. 


8. 103. 


T Psalm xxii. 21; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
rain iii. 5; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
Ἐν Deak xxiv. 7; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
:  Poaim xix. 5; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
8 69. 
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another say, “My tongue is the pen of a ready writer ;” they 
saw in it the rapid dispersion of the Gospel effected by the 
short ininistry of Jesus.' Did another say, “He sent his 
Word and healed them, and they were saved from their destruc- 
tion ;” they saw in it the mission of Jesus, and the blessed 
ends it effected. This is the manner in which the Fathers 
understood the Psalms, herein not exhibiting their own senti- 
ments merely, but certainly reflecting those of the Primitive 
Church itself, which caused the book of Psalms, on account of 
this its Evangelical character, to be read constantly im the 
congregation. For that it did so seems certain, both from the 
accuracy with which Justin Martyr quotes the Psalms, as com- 
pared with his mode of citing any other book of Scripture, an 
accuracy apparently derived from constant use*; from the 
incidental way in which he sometimes touches on a Psalm, as 
though he presumed that this portion of Scripture was familiar 
to every Christian worshipper, and only needed to be named - 
in order to be remembered‘ ; and from what would seem to be 
the express testimony of Tertullian*—a testimony which, per- 
haps, we may consider to be confirmed by Pliny, who, when 
describing to Trajan the principal feature of the devotions of 
the Christians, tells him that “they sung, or said hymns to 
Christ as God, repeating them by turns.”* There were those 
at that time who would have preferred a more trivial mode of 
interpretation—who would rather have construed one of the 
Psalms, for instance, of Hezekiah, or another of Solomon, than 
either of them of Jesus.’ But the early Fathers, and the 
Church of which they were in this the exponents, had no sym- 
pathy with such commentators ; neither has our own Church, 
as we may conclude from her application of particular Psalms to 
the services on her great Fasts and Festivals; the day itself a 
sufficient argument of the sense in which she understands them, 


' Psalm xlv. 2; Origen, De Principiis, 6. xvii. Jam vero, prout Scripture le- 


IV. § 5. guntur, aut Psalmi canuntur, aut adlo- 
2 Psalm evil, 20; Origen, Contra Cel- | cutiones proferuntur, aut petitiones de- 
sum, II. § 31. legantur, &c.—De Anim, ec. ix. 
8 See Justin Martyr, Dial. § 22. Otto, 6 Carmenque Christo, quasi Deo, di- 
n. 7; and Thirlby, in loc. cere secum invicem.—Plinii- Epistolar. 
4 See Justin Martyr, Dial. § 30. | lib. X. ep. xevii. : 


δ Quantam autem castigationem me- T Psalm cx.; Justin Martyr, Dial. 8 
rebuntur etiam ille, que inter Psalmos, | 33. Psalm lxxii.; Justin Martyr, Dial. 
vel in quacunque Dei mentione retectre | § 34. 
perseverant !—De Virginibus Velandis, | 
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as it also is of her interpretation of the Lessons which she 
selects on such occasions from the Old Testament, and which 
must have an Evangelical meaning in order to be appropriate. 

Nor have the greatest or even the most sober of our stan- 
dard divines failed to show their respect for the same prin- 
ciple—those divines who flourished at a period so different 
from our own, when the writings of the Fathers formed a 
staple in the study of theology, and imparted to it something 
of the spirit which breathed forth from themselves. No man, 
I presume, will class Dr. South with fanatics, or feel that he 
was a person to be run away with by any vain and visionary 
system of Scripture interpretation. Indeed, we shall find, 
perhaps, no one of our Church more sound upon all the great 
points of theology, as we shall find none bringing to the ex- 
amination of them more masculine powers of mind, or a more 
thorough contempt for nonsense of any kind. Look, then, at 
the view he takes of the principle of Scriptural exposition 
which I have been setting forth, as recommended by the 
authority and practice of the Fathers, in his sermon on the 
fifty-third chapter of Isaiah." After exposing in some detail 
the absurdity of one Rabbi Saadias, in supposing this famous 
chapter to be spoken of Jeremiah, he proceeds to deal out 
some heavy blows against a more illustrious name for adopt- 
ing the same exposition of this particular text, and in general 
for the tone of his annotations on Scripture, Grotius. “So, 
then, we have here an interpretation,” says he, “ but as for the 
sense of it, that, for aught I see, must shift for itself. But 
whether thus to drag and hale words both from sense and con- 
text, and then to squeeze whatsoever meaning we please out 
of them, be not (as I may speak with some change of the 
prophet’s phrase) to draw lies with cords of blasphemy, and 
nonsense as it were with a cart rope, let any sober and impar- 
tial hearer or reader be judge. For whatsoever titles the 
itch of novelty and Socinianism has thought fit to dignify such 
immortal, incomparable, incomprehensible interpreters with, 
yet if these interpretations ought to take place, the said pro- 
phecies (which all before Grotius and the aforesaid Rabbi 
Saadias unanimously fixed—in the first sense of them— 
upon the sole person of the Messiah) might have been actually 


1 Vol. ii. p. 472, Oxf. Ed. 
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fulfilled, and consequently the veracity of God in the said 
prophecies strictly accounted for, though Jesus of Nazareth 
had never been born. Which being so, would any one have 
thought that the author of the book ‘De Veritate Religionis 
Christiane et de Satisfactione Christi’ could be also the author 
of such interpretations as these? No age certainly ever pro- 
duced a mightier man in all sorts of learning than Grotius, 
nor more happily furnished with all sorts of arms, both offen- 
sive and defensive, for the vindication of the Christian faith, 
had he not in his Annotations too frequently turned the edge 
of them the wrong way.’’' 

Now I confess it seems to me a matter of great importance 
to establish the fact that the early Fathers, in their method 
of interpreting Scripture, did, as a general rule, embrace this 
Evangelical principle: that they are thoroughly Anti-Socinian ; 
that the sense in which Scripture was understood by the best- 
informed Christians, who lived in the times immediately after 
those of the Apostles themselves, was an Anti-Socinian sense. 
I am not prepared to defend their interpretations in every 
case. I will not even deny that a collection of instances of 
exposition of Scripture might be made from them, where this 
principle is pushed to a point which might expose them to 
profane ridicule ; but I do say it is a great support to the 
orthodox faith that a fundamental feature of the primitive 
exegetical theology is found to be, the persevering manner in 
which it ceases not to teach and preach Jesus Christ ; and this 
fact we ascertain through the primitive Fathers. Doubtless 
it may be a question whether the scarlet thread which Rahab 
hung out at the window was a type of the saving nature of 
the Blood of the Atonement, as the Fathers represent it; yet 
the Epistle to the Hebrews appears to contemplate a signifi- 
cancy of this sort in the scarlet wool of the Law, for “ when 
Moses had spoken every precept to all the people according to 
the Law, he took the blood of calves and of goats, with water, 


1 Dr. South then adds in a note, * The 
truth is the matter lay deeper than so, 
for there was a party of men whom 
Grotius had unhappily engaged himself 
with, who were extremely disgusted at 
the book De Satisfactione Christi, writ- 
ten hy him against Socinus, and there- 
fore he was to pacify (or rather satisfy ) 
these men, by turning his pen another 


way in his Annotations, which also was 
the true reason that he never answered 
Crellius; a shrewd argument, no doubt, 
to such as shall well consider these 
matters, that those in the Low Countries, 
who at that time weat by the name of 
Remonstrants and Arminians, were in- 
deed a great deal more.” 
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and scarlet wool, and hyssop, and sprinkled both the book 
and all the people, saying, This is the blood of the Testament 
which God hath enjoined’ unto you.”! Or it may be still 
more a question whether the number ten, that of the Com- 
. imandments, being expressed by the letter ¢, indicated Jesus ἢ 

yet there is a mystery in the number of the beast. Or it 
may be disputed whether the breaking of the first set of 
Tables, and the renewal of the same, intimated that the Law 
was to be superseded by the Gospel*; yet the veil on Moses’ 
face indicated the eclipse of the Gospel under the Law.‘ 
Moreover, it would certainly have been made a subject of 
debate, too, had not St. Paul himself resolved the doubt, 
whether, when in the Levitical Law, God commanded that 
the ox should not be muzzled which trod out the corn, he 
was contemplating in that injunction any sanction to a pro- 
vision for a Christian Priesthood; yet we know he was.° 
The truth may seem to be, that we are not to assert that 
ritual or historical facts in the Old Testament are symbols of 
such or such Christian duties or ordinances, except where they 
are expressly declared to be such by competent authorities in 
the New Testament ; but we may be allowed to suspect that 
God intended us to draw inferences of a similar kind to those 
he has himself thought fit to put on record, from similar 
passages for ourselves, as a wholesome exercise of our minds, 
and an exercise calculated to strengthen our faith in the 
leading doctrines of Christianity—and this appears from a 
passage already referred to, to have been the distinction of 
Origen himself °—that it may be a part of God’s scheme of 


' Heb. ix. 19. 

2 Clem. Alex. Podag. Til. ἃ. xii. p. 
305; and compare II. 6. iv. p, 194. 

8 Stromat. VI. § xvi. pp. 807-8. 

4 2. Cor. iii. 13, 16. ΒῚ Tim. v, 18. 

6 De Principiis, IV. § 9. Kat dre 
μὲν olxovoplas eloi τινες μυστικαὶ 
δηλούμεναι διὰ τῶν θείων γραφῶν, 
πάντες καὶ οἱ ἀκεραιότατοι τῶν τῷ 
λόγῳ προσιόντων πεπιστεύκασι τίνες 
δὲ αὗται, οἱ νώμονες καὶ ἄτυφοι 
ὁμολογοῦσι μὴ εἰδέναι ..... ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἐπὰν ἡ κατασκενὴ τῆς σκηνῆς ἀναγι- 
νώσκηται, πειθόμενοι τύπους εἶναι τὰ 
γεγραμμένα, ζητοῦσιν ἃ δυνήσονται 
ἐφαρμόσαι ἑκάστῳ τῶν κατὰ τὴν σκη- 
νὴν λεγομένων' ὅσον μὲν ἐπὶ τῷ 


πείθεσθαι ὅτι τύπος τινός ἐστιν ἡ 
σκηνὴ, pi τϑην ἢ ἀὐνᾺ ὅσον δὲ 
ἐπὶ τῷ τῷδέ τινι ἀξίως τῆς s 
ἀφαρμόζειν τὸν λόγον οὗ leek oe 
ἡ σκηνὴ, ἔσθ᾽ ὅτε ἀποπίπτοντες. “That 
there are certain mystical dispensations 
indicated by the Divine Scriptures, every 
Christian, however simple, believes ; but 
what they may be, sensible and modest 
men confess that thoy know not. . . . 
But when the structure of the Taber- 
nacle is read of, those who are persuaded 
that the description is typical try to find 
out what they can adapt to several 
things said of the Tabernacle. Now, 
so far as they are persuaded that the 
Tabernacle is a type of something, they 
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revelation to leave us in some uncertainty with respect to 
the extent of his teaching by types, in order to test the spirit 
we are of, by the application we are disposed to make of 
what may, or may not be, hints from him, and thus to elicit 
tokens of our indifference or our zeal. Our blessed Lord 
himself seems to point to some such dispensation on several 
occasions: “ Ye do err, not knowing the Scriptures,” said he 
to the Sadducees, and yet the proof of their ignorance con- 
sisted in their not having perceived the resurrection of the 
dead to be taught in the words, “I am the God of Abraham, 
and the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob:” and again, 
when the disciples were desponding, as they walked to 
Emmaus, he charged them with foolishness, because they had 
not detected all the incidents of the closing scene of his 
earthly life in Moses and the prophets. 


Ὁ 2. 
On the Doctrine of the Trinity. 


I THINK what has already been said may suffice to prove that 
the general complexion of the theology of the early Fathers 
is Anti-Socinian. But the question being so vital a one, I 
will not leave it here, but will pursue the inquiry somewhat 
further, and show that the primitive Fathers are in spirit 
thoroughly opposed to the several leading doctrines of 
the Socinians—I say in spirit, because writing as they do 
before the subtleties of captious religionists had taught the 
defenders of the faith once committed to the saints, terms of 
precision in their arguments, it frequently happens that ex- 
pressions escape them, of which advantage may be taken by 
those who seek occasion for it, and who are not at the pains, 
or perhaps have not the necessary reading, to balance those 
expressions by others less equivocal in the same Father, and 
by the stream of testimony his works supply, to correct any 
occasional and incidental obliquity. 

.« The doctrine of the Godhead, as laid down in the Racovian 


cannot mistake; but so far as they ap- | particular or that, they certainly may get 
ply the word of Scripture rightly to this | into error.” 


™ 
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Catechism is this, that “in the essence of God there is but . 
one Person;” and that “inasmuch as the essence of God is 
but one in number, there cannot be so many Persons therein, 
since a Person is nothing but an individual intelligent es- 
sence,” | 

Now, in spite of many unguarded phrases which from time 
to time fall from the Fathers—unguarded, I say, because en- 
tirely at variance with their ordinary teaching—it is not to 
be denied that the faith of the Sub-Apostolic Church was 
Trinitarian. 

Thus the casual language of the very earliest Fathers we 
have is Trinitarian ; even where there is no direct intention of 
insisting on the doctrine. I allude to such passages as the 
folloWing: in Hermas,? “The farm is the world: the Son of 
the owner is the Holy ΡΠ" the servant is the Son of God.” 
—In Clemens Romanus, “Our Lord Jesus Christ, the sceptre 
of the Majesty of God, did not come in the pomp of splendour 
and pride, although having this within his reach, but in 
humbleness of mind, as the Holy Spirit speaks concerning 
τη. And here I may observe that the Holy Spirit, when 
thus introduced, is certainly understood as a Person; for in 
the Epistle of Ignatius to the Philadelphians,* when a similar 
use of the name occurs, τὸ Πνεῦμα is coupled with a mascu- 
line particle, ro δὲ Πνεῦμα ἐκήρυσσεν. λέγων, as is the case in 
the Gospel of St. John,’ and in St. Paul’s Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians°; a similar construction is found in Justin Martyr,’ 
and in Clemens Alexandrinus.® And it may be further re- 
marked, in support of this inference, that “verbum,” as used 
in the early translation of Irenzeus, is frequently joined to a 
masculine adjective, where “verbum” stands for the second 
Person of the Trinity.’ But to return—lIn Ignatius,'° “Our 
God, Jesus Christ, was conceived by Mary according to the 


' Racovian Catechism, Of the Know- 
ledge of God, ο, i. The Racovian 
Catechism was drawn up by: Socinus, 
and is accounted the common creed of 
the whole sect, to which he gives a 
name.—Mosheim, Eccles. Hist. Cent. 
XVI. Sec. 111. Pt. 11. α. vii. § 12. 

Ὁ Lib. III, Similitud. V. § 5. 

8 Ad Corinth. I. § xvi. 

* Ad Philadelph. ἢ vii. 

5 Ὅταν δὲ ἔλθῃ ἐ ἐκεῖνος, τὸ Πνεῦμα 
τῆς adnOeias.—Joun xvi. 13. 


. ᾿Εσφραγίσθητε τῷ Πνεύματι τῆς 
ἐπαγγελίας τῷ ἁγίῳ ὅς ἐστιν ἀῤῥαβὼν 
ΤΊΣ κληρονομίας nudv.—Ephes. i. 13, 

T Dial. § 25. 

᾿ς Predag. II. 6. iv. p. 193; Stromat. 
11. § xx. p. 495. 

9 Idonetis est et sufficiens ad forma- 
tionem omnium proprium ejus Verbum. 
—Irenewus, II. 6. 1]. § 5. Si autem 
Verbum Patris, qui descendit, ipse est 
et qui ascendit.—I. c. ix. § 3. 

10 Ignatius, Ad Mphes, § xviii. 
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dispensation of God (ὁ. e. the Father) of the seed of David, 
and οἵ“ the Holy Ghost;’’ and again,’ “Give all diligence, 
therefore, to confirm yourselves in the doctrine of the Lord 
and of the Apostles, that in whatever ye do ye may prosper 
both in body and soul, by faith and love, in the Son, and 
the Father, and the Spirit ;” and once more,” “ Be obedient 
to the Bishop and to one another, even as Jesus Christ in the 
flesh was obedient to the Father, and the Apostles to Christ, 
and the Father, and the Spirit.” The martyrdom of Poly- 
carp furnishes evidence of the same unobtrusive but most 
satisfactory character for the Trinitarian creed of the early 
Church. We-cannot, I think, read that authentic and most 
interesting document without feeling that such form of faith 
transpires through it, as in undisputed possession ΘῈ the 
Church in Polycarp’s time. This is some of the language of 
the martyr’s prayer. “QO Lord God Almighty, Father of 
thy blessed and beloved Son Jesus Christ. . . . . I bless thee 
for that thou hast counted me worthy of this day and of this 
hour, that I should have part in the number of thy martyrs, 
in the cup of thy Christ, unto the resurrection of life ever- 
lasting, of soul and body, in the incorruption of the Holy 
Ghost... .. For this, and for all things else, I praise thee, 
I bless thee, I glorify thee together with Jesus Christ, the 
Eternal, the Celestial, thy beloved Son; with whom be glory 
to thee and the Holy Ghost now and ever.”* The Liturgical 
fragment of the Ter-Sanctus, here, no doubt, quoted by the 
martyr, itself running in a triplet, is still a subordinate in- 
gredient in the proof. 

Then: the manner in which the early Fathers interpret 
certain texts as appertaining to the Trinity, even where it 
may be matter of question whether those texts strictly bear 
such meaning, is very satisfactory, though still oblique, testi- 
mony to the doctrine being settled and dominant in their 
minds. Such is the exposition Irenseus gives of Ephes. iv. 6. 
“One Father of all, who is above all, and through all, and in 
us all.” “The Father is above all, and he is the head of 
Christ ; the Word is through all, and he is the head of the 
Church ; the Spirit is in us all, and he is the living water 
which the Lord vouchsafes to all who rightly believe in him 


' Ad Magnes, § xiii. 5 Martyrium Polycarpi, § xiv.; Euse- 
2 Ibid. bius, Eccles. Hist. iv. § 15. 
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and love him.”’ And Hippolytus understands the text in the 
same way.” Who but a member of a Trinitarian Church 
would have ventured to propound this comment, without the 
slightest misgiving or apology? Of ἃ similar character is the 
comment of Theophilus on an incident in the Mosaic history 
of the creation.® “The three days,” says he, “which elapsed 
before the lights in the firmament were made, are types of the 
Trinity, of God, of his Son, and of his Wisdom.” It is incre- 
dible that a casual remark of such a nature as this should 
have been dropped, except the doctrine of the Trinity had 
been generally known and acknowledged. And the same 
conclusion would seem to follow from the adoption of the term 
“holy trinity,” as a metaphor, which we find as early as 
Clemens Alexandrinus, who applies ἡ dyia τριὰς to the three 
virtues, faith, hope, and charity.‘ 

Again, the heresy of Simon Magus supplies us with another 
argument to the same effect, quite independent of these last, 
but of the like incidental kind; the more valuable, too, as 
being the unintentional witness of an enemy. Simon Magus 
is always represented as the first of the heretics, being, indeed, 
the contemporary of the Apostles themselves. Whatever light, 
therefore, his proceedings may serve to cast upon the orthodox 
faith, is from a quarter entitled to the utmost attention ; 
the date of the testimony considered. Now Simon Magus 
gave himself out as the most High, who appeared amongst the 
Jews as the Son ; in Samaria as the Father; and amongst the 
Gentiles as the Holy Ghost.° But it is scarcely possible to 
suppose that he would have made this representation of him- 
self, unless the orthodox doctrine of the Church (of which 
that of the heretics was in general a caricature) had furnished 
him with some pretence for it; and unless the Godhead of 
the Son, of the Father, and of the Holy Ghost, and their 
Unity, in some shape had been an article of belief familiar to 
men’s minds. So great is the force which Mr. Wilson 
ascribes to the argument, that “from this historical fact,” 
says he, “without any reference to the New Testament, had 
the Gospels even never been written, we might conclude, with 
some probability, that Christ himself had claimed Divinity, 


1 Treneeus, V. o. xviii. § 2. 4 Stromat. IV. § vii. p. 588. 
2 Hippolytus, Contra Noetum, § xiv. δ Treneeus, I. 6. xxiii. § 1. 
> Theophilus, Ad Autolycum, II. § 15. 
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and taught the doctrine of the Trinity in Unity in some sense 
or other.’ 

.The truth, no doubt, was, that the perpetual recurrence of 
formularies that embodied this doctrine kept it ‘constantly 
before the eyes of Christians. Baptism, for instance, was 
notoriously administered in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, from the first—even trine 
immersion is a practice attending it so early, as to be lost in 
antiquity—and a public confession of faith was made at it, 
expressive, as we know, of the three Persons of the Godhead ; 
a confession directly affirmed to have commenced with the 
very Gospel itself*—-nec meus hic sermo—Basil, a Father of 
the fourth century, expressly asserts, when writing on the 
subject of the Holy Spirit, that such was the force of custom, 
such the strength of traditvon on this question, that the spe- 
culations of private individuals were controlled by it, and that 
they would not venture to set up their own opinions against 
an authority, which bore them down.’ 

So many elements, then, of evidence for a Trinitarian creed 
—(I have only given examples of whole classes)—are afloat 
in patristic theology from the most primitive times; and 
these, again, insensibly as it were, give place to distinct and 
technical expressions of such a creed, as heresies spring up, and 
controversies with them, calculated to call forth such mani- 
festoes, and to bring ideas previously existing to a point— 
and all this, before the more formal symbols of faith which 
we now possess, agreed upon in Councils, had made their 
appearance, as far as we know—though these latter, again, 
are still to be regarded simply as exponents of the truth as 
it was held from the beginning, and not as any new disco- 
veries of it, and are probably very much more ancient in sub- 
stance than the dates formally assigned to them. It will be 
convenient, then, to show the further development of the 
question by taking the more prominent clauses of the Athana- 


2 Tilustration of the method of ex- 
plaining the New Testament by the 
early opinions of Jews and Christians 
concerning Christ, p. 230, Cambridge, 
1838, 

2 Hanc regulam ab initio evangelii de- 
cucurrisse., Tertullian, Adversus Prax. 
cam, 6. ii. 


* πλὴν ἀλλὰ πολλαχοῦ καὶ αὐτὸς 
τῆς συνηθείας τὸ ἰσχυρὸν δυσωποῦ- 
μενος, εὐσεβεῖς φωνὰς ἀφῆκε περὶ τοῦ 
Πνεύματος... .. οὕτως, οἶμαι, τὸ τῆς 
παραδόσεως ἰσχυρὸν ἐνῆγε πολλάκις 
τοὺς ἄνδρας καὶ τοῖς οἰκείοις ἑαυτῶν 
δόγμασιν dvriéyev.—Basil, De Spi- 
ritu Sancto, c. ΧΧΙΧ. 
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sian Creed, those, I mean, which relate more particularly to 
the metaphysical qualities of the Deity, and demonstrate that 
the raw material of them is discoverable in the writings of 
the first three centuries; thus antedating Dr. Waterland’s 
valuable illustrations of the same document, who draws his 
vouchers almost altogether from Augustine, a Father whose 
phraseology, no doubt, being more dressed by theological rule, 
comes closer to that of the Creed.’ 

Irenzeus, IV. c. xxxiiia § 7.—“‘ Moreover he” (ὁ. 6. the true 
believer, § 1) “will condemn all those 
who are without the truth; that 15, 
without the Church: but he will be 
himself condemned of none. For with 
him all things will be consistent. And 
he has perfect faith in one God Almighty, 
of whom are all things ; and in the Son 
of God, Christ Jesus our Lord, by whom 
are all things ; and his persuasion is firm 
touching his Incarnation, whereby the 
Son of God becaine man: and in the 
Spirit of God, who supplies a knowledge of the truth, and 
expounds the dispensations of the Father and the Son through- 
out all generations of men, according to the pleasure of the 
Father.” ὅ 

Cyprian, Ep. lxxiii—‘ How then can some who are with- 
out the Church, nay against the Church, maintain, that pro- 
vided a Gentile be baptized in the name of Jesus Christ in 
any way whatever, he will obtain remission of sins? whereas 


Whosoever will be 
saved: before all things 
it is necessary that he 
hold the Catholic Faith. 

Which Faith except 
every one do keep whole 
and undefiled: without 
doubt he shall perish 
everlastingly. 

And the Catholic Faith 
is this: that we worship 
one God in Trinity, and 
Trivity in Unity; 


ΕἼ have contented myself with quot- 
ing a limited number of authorities 
under each clause. It would have been 
easy to have accumulated them to al- 
most any extent, as may he seen by 
turning to Mr. Bailey’s Rituale Anglo- 
Catholicum, which by no means exhausts 
them—a most useful work to all who 
study the elements of our Prayer Book 
—from which indeed, and from Dr. 
Burton's Ante-Nicene Testimonies to 
the doctrine of the Trinity, I have oc. 
casionally borrowed a reference, where 
one happened to present itself, more ap- 
posite, as I thought, than any which 
my own notes supplied. 


Ὁ Tudicabit autem et omnes eos qui 
sunt extra veritatem, id est qui sunt 


i extra ecclesiam ; ipse autem a nemine 


judicalitur. Omuia enim ei constant: 
els ἕνα Θεὸν παντοκράτορα, ἐξ οὗ τὰ 
πάντα, πίστις ὁλόκληρος" καὶ εἰς τὸν 
Υἱὸν τοῦ Θεοῦ Ἰησοῦν Χριστόν, τὸν 
Κύριον ἡμῶν, δι’ οὗ τὰ πάντα, καὶ τὰς 
οἰκονομίας αὐτοῦ, & ὧν ἄνθρωπος 
ἐγένετο ὁ Yids τοῦ Θεοῦ, πεισμονὴ 
βεβαία" καὶ εἰς τὸ Πνεῦμα τοῦ Θεοῦ, 
qui prestat agnitionem veritatis, τὸ 
ras οἰκονομίας Πατρός re καὶ Ylov 
σκηνοβατοῦν Kal’ ἑκάστην γενεὰν ἐν 
τοῖς ἀνθρώποις, καθὼς βούλεται ὃ 
Πατηρ. 
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Christ himself commands the nations to be baptized in the 

name of the full and united Trinity.” ' 
Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, 6. iii—* Why then should God 
seem to suffer division and dispersion 
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Neitherconfounding the jn the Son and the Holy Ghost, who 
at ea dividing the },,ve the second and third places allotted 


them, consubstantial as they are with 
the Father; when He suffered no such thing in the angels 
who are many in number and are nat of the same substance 
as himself? Ὁ 
Justin Martyr, Dial. § 128.—‘And that that Power 
which the prophetic word calls also God, as hath been in like 
manner shown at large, and Angel, is not nominally different 
only, as the light is nominally different from the sun” (in 
allusion to a previous illustration), “but is nwmerically 
different, I have briefly shown already, when I said that 
this Power is begotten of the Father, by his power and will, 
not however by division, as though the substance of the 
Father was separated, even as all other things when separated 
and divided are not the same as they were before such divi- 
sion. And I took as an example this fact, that from one 
fire we see other fires lighted; the fire, from which many 
may be lighted, suffering no diminution, but still continuing 
the same.” ὃ 
Origen in Joannem, tom. ii. § 6, vol. iv. p. 62. (When 
commenting on the text, “All things were made by him,” * 
Origen volunteers to discuss whether the Holy Ghost is in- 


1 Quomodo ergo quidam dicunt foris 
extra Ecclesiam immo et contra Eccle- 
siam, modo in nomine Jesu Christi, 
ubicumque et quomodocumque gentilem 
baptizatum remissionem peccatorum 
consequi posse, quando ipse Christus 
gentes baptizari jubeat in plend et adu- 
nata Trinitate. 

Ὁ Quale est ut Deus divisionem et dis- 
persionem pati videatur in Filio et in 
Spiritu Sancto, secundum et tertium 
sortitis locum, tam consortibus sub- 
stantise Patris, quas non patitur in tot 
angelorum numero, et quidem tam a 
substantié alienis. 

8 Kal ὅτι δύναμις αὕτη, ἣν καὶ Θεὸν 


καλεῖ ὁ προφητικὸς λόγος, ὡς διὰ | ταὐτοῦ μένοντος. 


πολλῶν ὡσαύτως ἀποδέδεικται, καὶ 
ἄγγελον, οὐχ ws τὸ τοῦ ἡλίου φῶ 
ὀνόματι μόνον ἀρμθμεῖται, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
ἀριθμῷ ἕτερόν τι ἐστί, καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
προειρημένοις διὰ βραχέων τὸν λόγον 
ἐξήτασα, εἰπὼν τὴν δύναμιν ταύτην 
γεγεννῆσθαι ἀπὸ τοῦ Πατρὸς δυνάμει 
καὶ βουλὴ αὐτοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ κατὰ ἀπο- 
τομήν, ὡς ἀπομεριζομένης τῆς τοῦ 
Πατρὸς οὐσίας, ὁποῖα τὰ ἄλλα πάντα 
μεριζόμενα καὶ τεμνόμενα οὐ τὰ αὐτά 


ἐστιν ἃ καὶ πρὶν τμηθῆναι" καὶ παρα- 
δείγματος χαριν παῤειλήφειν τὰ ὡς 
απ i 


πυρὸς ἀναπτόμενα πυρὰ ἕτερα 
ὁρῶμεν, οὐδὲν ἐλαττουμένου ἐκείνου, ἐξ 
οὗ ἀναφθῆναι πολλὰ δύνανται, ἀλλὰ 
* John i. 8. 
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cluded, and proceeds), “ There will still, however, be a third 
opinion besides the two which maintain, one of them 
that the Holy Ghost was made by the Word, the other 
that it was uncreated; and this third opinion is, that the 
Holy Ghost is not by itself a Person, distinct from the 
Father and the Son. . . . We, however, are persuaded that 
there are three Persons, the Father and the Son and the 
Holy Ghost, and believing that there is nothing unproduced, 
besides the Father, we accept it as the more pious notion and 
as the true one, that whereas all things were made by the 
Word, the Holy Ghost is of more honour than them all, and 
in rank higher than all things that were made by the Father 
through Christ. And this, perhaps, is the reason why he is 
not called the very Son of God; the Only Begotten alone be- 
ing by nature the Son from the beginning; of whom the Holy 
Ghost seems to have stood in need, as having ministered to 
his Hypostasis (or Personality), not merely as to his existing, 
but as to his being wise, and rational, and just, and all that 
one ought to think Him to be, as the sharer of those qualities 
which we have already described to belong to Christ.’’? 
Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. x1.—“ Thus briefly, but evi- 
dently is the distinction of the Trinity set 
son of tho Father, an. forth. For it is the Spirit himself, who 
other of the Son: and speaks; the Father, to whom he speaks ; 
another of the Holy the Son, of whom he speaks. In like 
ost... ᾿ ° 
manner, other things which are spoken, 
sometimes to the Father of the Son, or to the Son; some- 


'"Eorat δέ τις καὶ τρίτος παρὰ trols Θεοῦ, μόνον τοῦ Μονογενοῦς φύσει 
δύο, τόν τε διὰ τοῦ Λόγου παραδεχόμε- Υἱοῦ ἀρχῆθεν τυγχάνοντος, οὗ χρήζειν 
γον τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον γεγονέναι, καὶ ἔοικε τὸ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, διακονοῦντος 
τὸν ἀγέννητον αὐτὸν εἶναι ὑπολαμβά- | αὐτοῦ τῇ ὑποστάσει, ov μόνον els τὸ 
vovra, δογματίζων μηδὲ οὐσίαν τινα ἰδίαν | εἶναι, ἀλλὰ καὶ σοφὸν εἶναι καὶ λογικὸν 
ὑφεστάναι τοῦ ἁγίον Ivevparos ἑτέραν | καὶ δίκαιον, καὶ πᾶν ὁτιποτοῦν χρὴ αὐτὸ 
παρὰ τὸν Πατέρα καὶ τὸν Yidy .... | νοεῖν τυγχάνειν, κατὰ μετοχὴν τῶν προ- 
ἡμεῖς μέντοιγε τρεῖς ὑποστάσεις πειθόμε | εἰρημένων ἡμῖν Χριστοῦ ἐπινοιῶν. 
νοι τυγχάνειν, τὸν Πατέρα, και τὸν Υἱόν, | 1 which passage it must be borne in 
καὶ τὸ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα, καὶ ἀγέννητον | mind that οὐσίαν means Person; the 
μηδὲν ἕτερον τοῦ Πατρὸς εἶναι mo | parties Origen had in his eye being tl:e 
τεύοντες, ὡς εὐσεβέστερον Kai ἀληθὲς | disciples of Noetus, the precursors of 
προσιέμεθα τὸ, πάντων διὰ τοῦ Λόγου | the Sabellians; and that ὑποστάσεις 
γενομένων, τὸ ἅγιον Πνεῦμα πάντων | has the same signification; the argu- 
εἶναι τιμιώτερον, καὶ τάξει πάντων τῶν | ment continuing to glance at the same 
ὑπὸ τοῦ Πατρὸς διὰ Χριστοῦ yeyevvn- | heresy which confounded the Persons. 
μένων. Kal τάχα αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ αἰτία | Sea Bull, Def. Fid. Nic. sec. 2, ὁ. ix. 
τοῦ μὴ καὶ αὐτὸ vidy χρηματίζειν τοῦ ' § 11, Ὁ. 117, fol. 


ae ἡ 


RH Gay 
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times to the Son of the Father, or to the Father ; sometimes 
to the Spirit ; esfablish each Person in his own proper self.” 

6. xiiim‘ But if the number of the Trinity stagger thee, as 
if the Trinity were not, therefore, knit together in simple 
Unity, I ask, how does the one single Being speak in the 
plural, where he says, Let us make man after our image 
and likeness ; instead of saying, I will make man after my 
image and likeness, as being himself one and singular?” ! 

Irenzeus, IV. c. xx. § 1.—“ For there is ever present with 
him” (the Father), “the Word and 
Wisdom, the Son and the Spirit, by 
whom and in whom he made all things 
freely and of his own accord; and to 
whom he speaks when he says, Let us make man after our 
image and likeness.” * 

III. c. viii. § 3.—“ But that he made all things freely 
and as he pleased, David again asserts, ‘Our God is in heaven 
above, and in earth he doeth all things according to his 
pleasure.’* Now the things constituted differ from him 
who constitutes them, and the things made from him who 
made them. For he is himself not made, and is without 
beginning and without end, and has need of nothing, himself 
sufficing for himself, and for all other things, imparting to 
them, indeed, the very privilege of existing. But the things 
which have been made by him had a beginning; and the 
things which had a beginning may have an end, and dre in 
subjection, and have need of him who made them: it is 
altogether necessary, therefore, that they should be distin- 
guished by a different term, by all who have any moderate 
sense of discrimination ; 80: that he, who made all things, 
together with his Word should be justly called God and Lord 


The Father uncreate, 
the Son unecreate: and 
the Holy Ghost uncreate. 


1 His itaque paucis tamen manifeste | et singularis pluraliter loquitur: Facia- 
distinctio Trinitatis exponitur. Est | mus hominem ad imaginem et similitu- 


enim ipse qui pronuntiat Spiritus, et 
Pater ad quem pronuntiat, et Filius de 
quo pronuntiat. Sic et cetera que 
nune ad Patrem de Filio, vel ad Filium, 
nunc ad Filium de Patre, vel ad Patrem, 
nunc ad Spiritum pronuntiantur; unam- 
quamque personam in sua proprietate 
constituunt. 

Si te adhuc numerus scandalizat 
‘Trinitatis, quasi non connexm@ in uni- 
late simplici, interrogo quomodo unicus 


dinem nostram; cum debuerit dixisse, 
Faciam hominem ad imaginem et simili- 
tndinem meam, utpote unicus et singu- 
laris ? 

2 Adest enim ei semper Verbum et 
Sapientia, Filius et Spiritus, per quos et 


‘in quibus omnia libere et sponte fecit, 
‘ad quos et loquitur, dicens: Faciamus 


hominem ad imaginem et similitudinem 
nostram. 
δ᾽ Psalm cxv. 3. 


od 
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alone: but that the things which are made should not be ex- 
pressed by the same term, nor have a word applied to them 
which belongs to the Creator.” ὦ 

Clemens Alexandrinus, Padag. I. ¢. vi. p. 123.—“O mys- 
terious wonder! The Father of the 
universe 1s one; and the Word of the 


The Father incompre- 
hensible, the Son incom- 


-prehensible: and the ‘ : ὃ 
Holy Ghost incompre- UMiverse is one; and the Holy Ghost is 
hensible. one and the same everywhere.” ἢ 


Irengeus, IV. c. iv. § 2.—“ And well he spake who said, 
that the measureless Father is measured in the Son, for the 
Son is the measure of ‘the Father, since he contains him.” 5 

6. xx. § 3.—“ That the Word, that is the Son, was ever 
with the Father, we have demonstrated 
at length: and that Wisdom, which is 
the Spirit, was with him before all 
worlds, it saith by Solomon.” * 

Origen, Comment. in Genes., vol. ii. p. 1.—“ For God did 
not begin to be a Father, having been hindered from being so 
for a time, like human fathers, who must wait to be fathers ; 
for if God was always perfect, and his power of being a 
Father was always present with him, and if it was good for 
him to be the Father of such a Son, why should he defer it, 
and deprive himself of the good from time to time, so to speak, 
when he might have been the Father of a Son, and was not? 


The Father eternal, th» 
Son eternal: and the 
Holy Ghost eternal. 


And the same may be said concerning the Holy Ghost.” ὃ 


1 Quoniam autem ipse omnia fecit li- 
bere et quemadmodum voluit, ait iterum 
David: Deus autem noster in cclis sur- 
sum et in terri, omnia queecunque vo- 
luit, fecit. Altera autem sunt, que con- 


stituta sunt, ab eo qui constituit, et que 


facta sunt, ab eo qui fecit. Ipse enim 
infectus, et sine initio et sine fine et 
nullius indigens, ipse sibi sufficiens, et 
adhuc reliquis omnibus, ut sint, hoc ip- 
sum prestans; que vero ab eo sunt 
facta initium sumserunt. Quecunque 
autem initium sumserunt, et dissolu- 
tionem possunt percipere et subjecta 
sunt et indigent ejus, qui se fecit; ne- 
cesse est omnimodo, ut differens voca- 
bulum habeant apud eos etiam, qui vel 
modicum sensum in discernendo talia 
habent : ita ut is quidem, qui omnia fe- 
cerit, cum Verbo.suo juste dicatur Deus 


et Dominus solus; qua autem facta 
sunt, non jam ejusdem vocabuli partici - 
pabilia esse, neque juste id vocabulum 
sumere debere, quod est creatoris. 

2 Ω θαύματος μυστικοῦ" els μὲν ὁ 
τῶν ὅλων Πατήρ᾽ εἷς δὲ καὶ ὁ τῶν 
ὅλων Λόγος" καὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα τὸ ἅγιον 
ἕν, καὶ τὸ αὐτὸ πανταχοῦ. 

* Et bene, qui dixit ipsum immensum 
Patrem in Filio mensuratum : mensura 
enim Patris, Filius, quoniam et capit 
eum. 

“Quoniam Verbum, id est Filius, 
semper cum Patre erat, per multa de- 
monstravimus. Quoniam autem et Sa- 
pientia, quss est Spiritus, erat apud eum 
ante omnem constitutionem, per Salo- 
monem ait. 

5 Οὐ γὰρ ὁ Θεὸς Πατὴρ εἶναι ἤρξατο, 
κωλυόμενος ὡς οἱ γινόμενοι πατέρες 

ὮΡ 
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De Principiis, IV. § 28.—* But this very expression of 
ours, that there never was a time when (the Son) was not, 
must be received with allowance (for the imperfection of 
language). For these very words ‘never’ and ‘when’ are 
significant of a temporal duration ; but those things, which 
are predicated of the Father and the Son and the Holy 
Ghost, must be understood as above all time, above all ages, 
and above all eternity. For that only is the Trinity, which 
exceeds not only all meaning of a temporal nature, but even 
of an eternal. But other things which do not belong to the 
Trinity are to be measured by ages and times.’ ὦ 

Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christianis, § 10.—“‘ Who then 

would not be perplexed on hearing us 


a sei Fone is τ called atheists : confessing as we do, God 
Holy eet Gea © the Father, and God the Son, and the 


Holy Ghost; discovering their power 
in their unity, and their distinction in their order ?”? 

§ 24.—“ We acknowledge God, and the Son his Word, 
and the Holy Ghost, united in power, being Father, Son, 
and Spirit: for the Son of the Father is Mind, the Word, 
Wisdom ; and the Spirit is an emanation, as light from fire.” ὃ 

Hippolytus, Contra Noetum, § xii.—‘ Wherefore we behold 
the Word incarnate; and we know the Father through him; and 
we believe in the Son ; and we worship the Holy Ghost.” * 


ἄνθρωποι, ὑπὸ τοῦ μη δύνασθαί πω | nalis excedit. Crtera vero que sunt 
πατέρες εἶναι εἰ γὰρ ἀεὶ τέλειος ὁ | extra Trinitatem in seculis et tempor- 
Θεὸς, καὶ πάρεστιν αὐτῷ δύναμις τοῦ | ibts metienda sunt. 
Πατέρα αὐτὸν εἶναι, καὶ καλὸν αὐτὸν [ἰ “ Tis οὖν οὐκ ἀπορήσαι, λέγοντας 
εἶναι Πατέρα τοῦ τοιούτον Υἱοῦ, ri; Θεὸν Πατέρα καὶ Υἱὸν Θεὸν καὶ 
ἀναβάλλεται, καὶ ἑαυτὸν τοῦ καλοῦ | Πνεῦμα ἅγιον, δεικνύντας αὐτῶν καὶ 
στηρίσκει, καὶ, ὡς ἔστιν εἰπεῖν, ἐξ οὗ τὴν ἐν τῇ ἑνώσει δύναμιν, καὶ τὴν ἐν τῇ 
δύναται Πατὴρ εἶναι Υἱοῦ; τὸ αὐτὸ | τάξει διαίρεσιν, ἀκούσας ἀθέους κα- 
μέντοιγε καὶ περὶ τοῦ ἁγίου Πινεύμα- | λουμένους ; 
τος λεκτέον. “Ὡς γὰρ Θεὸν φαμὲν, καὶ Ὑἱὸν 
‘Hoc autem ipsum quod dicimus, τὸν Λόγον αὐτοῦ καὶ Πινεῦμα ἅγιον, 
quia nunquam fait quando non fuit,  ἐνούμενα μὲν κατὰ δύναμιν, τὸν Πα- 
cum τοηϊὰ audiendum est. Nam οἱ τέρα, τὸν Υἱὸν, τὸ Πνεῦμα, ὅτι νοῦς, 
hec ipsa nomina temporalis vocabuli λόγος, σοφία, Υἱὸς τοῦ Πατρὸς, καὶ 
significationem gerunt, id est quando | drdppoa, ὡς φῶς ἀπὸ «πυρὸς, τὸ 
vel nunquam; supra omne autem tem- | Πνεῦμα. 
pus, et supra omnia secula, et supra 4 Οὐκοῦν ἔνσαρκον Λόγον θεωροῦ- 
omnem sternitatem intelligenda sunt | μὲν, Πατέρα δι’ αὐτοῦ νοοῦμεν, Ὑἱῶ 
ea que de Patre et Filio et Spiritusancto | δὲ πιστεύομεν, Πνεύματι ἁ = poo - 
dicuntur. Hee enim sola Trinitas est | evvovpevy.—Apud Routh. Opuse, tom. i. 
41:5 omnem sensum intelligentis non | p. 6s. 
solum temporalis verum etiam seter- 
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Origen, Comment. in Joannem.—‘“The laver of water is 
a symbol of the purification of the soul, which has all the 
filth contracted by sin washed away: nevertheless, for him: 
who gives himself up to the Divinity of the adorable Trinity, 
through the power of invocations, it has of itself the begin- 
- ning and fountain of graces.” ὦ 

Comment. in Epist. ad Romanos.—‘“ The sacred powers 
are capable of being the receptacles of the Only Begotten, and 
of the Divinity of the Holy Spirit.”? 

De Principiis, 11. 6. vii. § 3.—“ But those (heretics), such 
is the slowness of their understandings—for they are not only 
unable to explain what is right, but cannot even lend an ear 
to the things which are said by us—thinking more lowly 
than they ought of his Divinity (1.¢. the Divinity of the Holy 
Ghost), have abandoned themselves to errors and deceptions.” ? 

Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, ὁ. xiii. (Praxeas had objected 
that if it was God who gave the com- 
mand for the creation, and as John says, 
the Word who executed the command 
was God, there must be two Gods. In 
the course of Tertullian’s reply to this, 
there occurs,) “ We never give utterance 
to the expression two Gods or two 
Lords; not, however, as though the 
Father were not God, and the Son God, and the Holy Ghost 
God, and each of them God.’’ 4 

Irenzeus, III. c. viii. ὁ 3.—“‘ For he (the Father) is not 

The Father is made of made, and is without beginning, and 


none: neither created, without end, and is in need of nothing, 
nor begotten. 
1 Τὸ τοῦ ὕδατος λοντρὸν σύμβολον 


τυγχάνει καθαρσίον Ψυχῆς, πάντα 


Like as we are com- 
pelled by the Christian 
verity: to acknowledge 
every Person by himself 
to be God and Lord ; 

So are we forbidden by 
the Catholic Religion: to 
say, There be three Gods, 
or three Lords. 


sed ne his quidem qu a nobis dicuntur, 
possunt audientiam commodare, minora 


ῥύπον τὸν ἀπὸ κακίας aronAuvaperns’ 
οὐδὲν δὲ ἧττον καὶ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸ, τῷ 
ἐμπαρέχοντι ἑαυτὸν τῇ θεότητι τῆς 
προσκυνήτης Τρίαδος, διὰ τῆς δυνά- 
μεως τῶν ἐπικλήσεων, χαρισμάτων 
ἀρχὴν ἔχει καὶ πηγήν. 

* Al ἱεραὶ δυνάμεις χωρητικαὶ τοῦ 
Μονογενοῦς, καὶ τῆς τοῦ ayiov Πνεύ- 
ματος θεότητος. These passages of 
Origen are preserved in Basil, De Spi- 
ritu Sancto, c. xxix. 

3 Isti vero pro imperitié sui intelleo- 
tus, quia non solum ipsi quod rectum 
est consequenter non valent exponere, 


quam dignum est de ejus divinitate sen- 
tientes, erroribus se ao deceptionibus 
tradiderunt. 

There is reason to think this passage 
correctly rendered, from the correspon- 
dence of its expression with that of the 
two last quotations, which are in the 
original Greek. 

4 Duos tamen Deos et duos Dominos 
nunquam ex ore nostro proferimus : 
non quasi non et Pater Deus, ‘et Filius 
Deus, et Spiritus sanctus Deus, et Deus 
unusquisque.: 


DD 2 
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and sufficeth for himself, and furnishes moreover to all other 
things this property, viz. that they exist.” : 

Justin Martyr, Dial. ὁ 129.—“You will have perceived 

| then, O hearers, if you have paid any 
attention at all, that Scripture declares 
this offspring to have been begotten of the 
Father absolutely before all worlds ; and 
every one must confess, that that which is begotten is nume- 
rically different from that which begets.” * 

Irenzeus, II. 6. xxviii. § 6.—“If any one then shall say to 
us, How is the Son produced by the Father? We reply to 
him, that no one knows his emission, or generation, or nuncu- 
pation, or revelation, or by whatever other name you may call 
his ineffable generation ; neither Valentinus, nor Marcion, nor 
Saturninus, nor Basilides, nor angels, nor archangels, nor 
princes, nor powers, but Ged only who begat him, and the 
Son who was begotten.” ὃ 

Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. iv“ But when I derive the 
Son from no other quarter, than from 
the substance of the Father ; when he 
does nothing without the Father's will, 
and derives all power from the Father ; 
how can I be said to be driving the 
Monarchy of God out of the Creed ; that 
Monarchy, which as it was committed to the Son by the Fa- 
ther, so do I preserve it in the Son? And let me add this as to 
the third order, that I do not consider the Spirit to be derived. 


from any other quarter, than from the Father through the 
Son.” * 


The Son is of the Fa- 
ther alone: not made, nor 
created, but begotten. 


The Holy Ghost is of 
the Father, and of the 
Son: neither made, nor 
created, nor begotten, but 
proceeding. 


' Ipse enim infectus et sine initio et 


; vocaverit generationem ejus inenarra- 
gine fine et nullius indigens, ipse sibi 


bilem exsistentem nemo novit; non Va- 


sufficiens et adhuc reliquis omnibus, ut 
sint, hoc ipsum prestans. 

2 Noeire, ὦ ἀκροαταί, ef ye καὶ τὸν 
νοῦν προσέχετε, καὶ ὅτι γεγεννῆσθαι 
ὑπὸ τοῦ Πατρὸς τοῦτο τὸ γέννημα 
πρὸ πάντων ἁπλῶς τῶν κτισμάτων ὁ 
λόγος ἐδήλου, καὶ τὸ γεννώμενον τοῦ 
γεννῶντος ἀριθμῷ ἕτερόν ἐστι πᾶς 
ὁστισοῦν ὁμολογήσειε. - 

8 Si quis itaque nobis dixerit: Quo- 
modo ergo Filius prolatus a Patre est? 
dicimus ei, quia prolationem istam, sive 
generationem, sive nuncupationen, sive 
adapertionem, aut quolibet quis nomine 


lentinus, non Marcion, neque Saturninus, 
neque Basilides, neque angeli, neque 
archangeli, neque principes, neque po- 
testates, nisi solus qui generavit Pater 
et qui natus est Filius. 

4 Ceterum, qui Filium non aliunde 
deduco, sed de substantia Patris, nihil 
facientem sine Patris voluntate, omnem 
a Patre consecutum potestatem, quo- 
modo possum de fide destruere monar- 
chiam, quam a Patre traditam in Filio 
servo? Hoc mihi et in tertium gradum 
dictum sit, quia Spiritum non aliunde 
puto, quam a Patre per Filium. 
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6. vui.—“ Whatever proceeds from another must be 
second to that from which it proceeds, yet it is not on 
that account separated from it. But where there is a second 
there must be two; and where there is a third, there are 
three. For the Spirit is a third from God and the Son; 
as the fruit is third from the branch and from the root ; 
the river third from the stream and from the fountain ; 
the sparkle from the ray and from the sun. Nothing, how- 
ever, assumes a nature alien to that from which it derives 
its properties. Thus, the Trinity, proceeding through close 
and connected gradations from the Father, is not opposed to 
the Monarchy, and leaves the condition of the economy un- 
damaged.” * . 

Adv. Hermogenem, ὁ. vii.—‘ For the Godhead has not 
degrees, forasmuch as it is One.”’ ? 

Origen, De Principiis, I. c. iii. § 7.— 
“Lest, however, any one should think 
that, because we say the Holy Ghost is 
given to the saints only, whilst the blessings and operations 
of the Father and the Son are experienced by the good 
and bad, the just and unjust, we hereby set the Holy 
Ghost before the Father and the Son, or affirm his dignity 
to be greater; this is by no means a consequence. For 
we have simply been describing the peculiar character of 
his grace and agency. But im the Trinity nothing must 
be said to be greater or less, since the fountain of the one 
Godhead grasps the world by his Word and Reason, and 
sanctifies by the Spirit of his mouth whatever is worthy 
of sanctification.” ὃ 


And in this Trinity 
none is afore or after 
other: none is greater 
or less than another. 


' Omne quod prodit ex aliquo, secun- 
dum sit ejus necesse est de quo prodit, 
non ideo tamen est separatum. Secun- 
dus autem ubi est, duo sunt. Et tertius 
ubi est, tres sunt. Tertius enim est 
Spiritus a Deo et Filio, sicut tertius 8 
radice fructus ex fructice. Et tertius a 
fonte, rivus ex flumine. Et tertius a 
sole, apex ex radio. Nihil tamen a 
matrice alienatur, a qua proprietates 
suas ducit. Ita Trinitas per consertos 


. et connexos gradus a Patre decurrens, 


et monarchis nihil obstrepit, et cecono- 
mize statum protegit. 


3 Divinitas autem gradum non habet, 
utpote unica. 

3 Ne quis sane existimet nos ex 60 
quod diximus Spiritum sanctum solis 
sanctis prestari, Patris vero et Filii 
beneficia vel inoperationes pervenire et 
bonos et malos, justos et injustos, pre- 
tulisse per hoc Patri et Filio Spiritum 
sanctum, vel majorem ejus per hoc as- 
serere dignitatem; quod utique valde 
inconsequens est. Proprietatem nam- 
que gratim ejus operisque descripsimus. 
Porro autem nihil in Trinitate majus 


J minusve dicendum est, quum unius 
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Contra Celsum, VIII. § 12.—“ We then worship the 
So that in all things, Father of truth; and the Son who is 
as is aforesaid: the Unity truth, being two in Person, but one in 
in Trinity, and the Tri- a ἐ a : 
nity in Unity is to be Unanimity, in symphony, in identity of 
worshipped. , will.”? 

Tertullian, De Oratione, c. xii.— Nor ought earnest prayer 
merely to be clear of all angry feeling, but even of every 
commotion of mind; for it should be sent forth from a spirit 
like unto that Spirit wnto whom it is sent. For a spirit 
that is defiled will not be acknowledged by the Holy Spirit, 
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nor the sad by the cheerful, nor the bond by the free.” * 
Justin Martyr, Dial. ὃ 71.—“I would have you to know, 


Furthermore, it is ne- 
cessary to everlasting 
salvation: that he also 
believe rightly the Incar- 
nation of our Lord Jesus 
Christ. 

For the right Faith is, 
that we believe and con- 
fess: that our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, is 
God and Man; 

God, of the Substance 
of the Father, begotten 
before the worlds: and 
Man, of the Substance of 
his Mother, born in the 
world; 


that they have altogether expunged many 
passages from the translation of the Sep- 
tuagint, wherein it might be clearly 
shown that this same (Jesus) who was — 
crucified, was both God and man.” ὃ 

Dial. § 87.—“ Now confessing that 
these things were spoken of Christ, you 
still affirm that he pre-existed as God, 
and that he took flesh according to the 
will of God, and was made man of a 
virgin.” * 

Origen, Contra Celsum, I. § 60.— 
“ And they brought gifts such as they 


might offer symbolically to a Being, so to speak, compounded 
of God and mortal man; gold, as to a king; myrrth, as to 
one about to die; incense, as to God.” ὃ 


Divinitatis fons Verbo ac Ratione sua 
teneat universa, Spiritu vero oris sui 
que digna sunt sanctificatione, sancti- 
ficet. 

1 Θρησκεύομεν οὖν τὸν ΤΙατέρα τῆς 
ἀληθείας, καὶ τὸν Ὑἱὸν τὴν ἀληθείαν, 
ὄντα δύο τῇ ὑποστάσει πράγματα, ἕν 
δὲ τῇ ὁμονοίᾳ, καὶ τῇ συμφωνίᾳ, καὶ 
τῇ ταυτότητι τοῦ βουλήματος. 

3. Neo ab ἐιὰ solumminodo, sed omni 
omnino confusione animi libera debet 
esse orationis intentio, de tali spiritu 
emissa, qualis est Spiritus, ad quem 
mittitur. Neque enim agnosci poterit a 
Spiritu Sancto spiritus inquinatus ; aut 
tristis a leto, aut impeditus a libero. 


3 Καὶ ὅτι πολλὰς γραφὰς τέλεον 
περιεῖλον ἀπὸ τῶν ἐξηγήσεων τῶν 
γεγενημένων ὗπο τῶν παρὰ Πτολε- 
paiy γεγενημένων πρεσβυτέρων, ἐξ 
ὧν διαῤῥήδημκ οὗτος αὐτὸς ὁ σταυρω- 
θεὶς ὅτι Θεὸς καὶ ἄνθρωπος καὶ σταυ- 


ροὕμενος καὶ ἀποθνήσκων κεκηρυγμένος 
ἀποδείκνυται, εἰδέναι ὑμᾶς βούλομαι. 

ὁ Καὶ ὁμολογήσας ravra .. . es 
Χριστὸν εἰρῆσθαι, καὶ Θεὸν αὐτὸν 
προὔπάρχοντα λέγεις, καὶ κατὰ τὴν 
βουλὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ σαρκοποιηθέντα 
αὐτὸν λέγεις διὰ τῆς παρθένον γε- 
γεννῆσθαι ἄνθρωπον. 

5 Φέροντες μὲν Sapa, ἃ (ἵν᾽ οὕτως 
ὀνομάσω) συνθέτῳ τινὶ ἐκ Θεοῦ και 
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-Melito, De Incarnatione Christi——‘ The same being God 
and also perfect man.” ὦ 
feck ates ae eee Hippolytus, Contra Beronem et Heli- 
- able soul and human cem, p. 226.—‘ Being and thought to 
ΠΘΒΒΙΒΕΡΕΙΞΌΡΕ: be at once the Infinite God, and circum- 
scribed man, having the perfect being of both perfectly.” ” 
Origen, De Principiis, II. ¢ vi. § 3.—This substance 
then of the soul mediating between God and flesh (for it was 
not possible that the nature of God should be mingled with 
body without a mediator), there is born, as we have said, 
God-man ; that substance being the medium, its nature not 
being opposed to the assumption of a body.” ὃ 
§ 5.—“ But if it should appear to any one to be a dif- 
ficulty, that we assign a reasonable soul to Christ, and in 
all our arguments represent the nature of the soul as capable 
of good and evil, that difficulty may be thus explained.” * 
Ignatius, Ad Ephesios, ὃ vii.—‘ There is one physician 
. fleshly and spiritual, made and not made, 
Ἔνρο ee God born in the flesh, true life in death, 
not two, but one Christ. both of Mary and of God, first capable 
of suffering, and then incapable.” ἢ 
Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. xxvii—“‘ We must inquire 
One; not by conversion about this ; how the Word was made 
pees sake ro flesh ; whether as transfigured into flesh, 
hood into God ; or as putting on flesh? Certainly he 
must have put on flesh. For we must consider God to be 
immutable and incapable of taking shape, as being eternal. 
But transfiguration is the extinction of the previous estate. 


ἀνθρώπον θνητοῦ προσήνεγκαν σύμ- 
βολα μὲν, ὡς βασιλεῖ τὸν χρυσὸν, 
ὡς δὲ τεθνηξομένῳ τὴν σμύρναν, ὡς 
δὲ Θεῷ τὸν λιβανωτόν. 

' Θεὸς ὧν ὁμοῦ τε καὶ ἄνθρωπος 
τέλειος ὁ αὐτός.---Αρυὰ Routh, Reliq. 
Sacer. vol. 1, Ὁ. 115. 

Ξ Θεὸν ἄπειρον ὁμοῦ καὶ περιγραπτὸν 
ἄνθρωπον ὄντα τε καὶ νοούμενον, τὴν 
οὐσίαν ἑκατέρου τελείως τελείαν 
ἔχοντα. 

4. H&c ergo substanti4d anime inter 
Deum carnemque mediante (non enim 
possibile erat Dei naturam corpori sine 
mediatore misceri) nascitur, ut diximus, 
Deus homo, ill substantiA media exis- 


tente, cui utique contra naturam non 
erat corpus assumere. 

+ Quod si alicui difficile videbitur, pro 
eo quod rationabilem aniniam esse in 
Christo supra ostendimus, quum utique 
animarum naturam boni malique capa- 
cem per omnes disputationes nostras 
frequenter ostendimus, hoc modo rei 
hnjus explanabitur difficultas. 

δ Els ἰατρός ἐστιν, σαρκικός τε καὶ 
πνευματικὸς, γεννητὸς καὶ ἀγέννητος, 
ἐν σαρκὶ γενόμενος Θεὸς, ἐν ἀθανάτῳ 
ζωὴ ἀληθινὴ, καὶ ἐκ Μαρίας καὶ ἐκ 
Θεοῦ, πρῶτον παθητὸς καὶ τότε ἀπα- 
Ons. 


--».... ὃ .....-.-.. .ὕ..-.-.-.Ἁ.Ἕῴ Ψ.ς 
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For whatever is transfigured into something else, ceases to be 
what it had been, and begins to be what it was not. But 
God cannot cease to be, nor can he be different from what he 
was.” ἢ 
Origen, Contra Celsum, ITI. § 41.—‘ Let those, however, 
who accuse us know, that he whom we believe and are per- 
suaded to have been God from the beginning and the Son of 
God, the same is the very Word, very Wisdom, and very 
Truth. And we say that his mortal body, and the human 
soul within it, not merely by communion with him, but by 
union and commixture, acquired the highest gifts, and that 
sharing his Divinity they passed into God.’”’* 
Tertullian, Adv. Praxeam, c. xxvii.—“ The Word was no 
other than God: the flesh no other than 
spe ee a ee man..... It is a double estate, not by 
but by Unity of Person. confusion, but by conjunction m one 
Person, of God and the man Jesus.” ὃ 
Such is the clear complexion of the testimony borne by the 
Ante-Nicene Fathers to the doctrine of the Trinity. Such 
the impression which their writings convey in the gross to the 
careful reader of them. He would rise from them with the 
conviction fixed in his mind that they held substantially the 
faith set forth in the Athanasian Creed ; however particular 
phrases may have presented themselves to him, from time to 
time, which seemed repugnant to it—a circumstance which 
he will account for partly from the loose mode of expressing 
themselves, which untutored theologians were content to adopt, 
partly from the extreme difficulty of finding words exactly 
adapted to the ideas, and such as should not impart defective 


(Senres II. 


' De hoc querendum, quomodo Ser- 
mo caro sit factus; utrumne quasi 
transfiguratus in carne, an indutus 
carnem? Immo indutus. Ceterum, 
Deum immutabilem et informabilem 
credi necesse est, ut sternum. Trans- 
figuratio autem interemptio est pristini. 
Omne enim quodcunque transfiguratur 
in aliud, desinit esse quod fuerat, et in- 
cipit esse quod non erat. Deus autem 
neque desinit esse, neque aliud potest 
esse. 

Ὁ Ὅμως δὲ ἴστωσαν οἱ ἐγκαλοῦντες, 
Ore ὃν μὲν νομίζομεν, καὶ πεπείσμεθα 


ἀρχῆθεν εἶναι Θεὸν καὶ Ὑἱὸν Θεοῦ, 
οὗτος ὁ αὐτολόγος ἐστὶ καὶ ἡ αὐτο- 
σοφία καὶ ἡ αὐτὸ ἀληθεία" τὸ δὲ 
θνητὸν αὐτοῦ σῶμα, καὶ τὴν ἀνθρω- 
πίνην ἐν αὐτῷ ψυχὴν, τῇ πρὸς ἐκεῖνον 
οὐ μόνον κοινωνίᾳ, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐνώσεε 
καὶ ἀνακράσει τὰ μέγιστά φαμεν προσ - 
εἰληφέναι, καὶ τῆς ἐκείνον θεύτητος 
κεκοινωνηκότα εἰς Θεὸν μεταβεβηκέναι. 

> Quia neque Sermo aliud quam Deus, 
neque caro aliud quam homo,.. 
Videmus duplicem statum non confn- 
sum, sed conjunctum in una persona, 
Deum et hominem Jesum. 
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notions of the Godhead, owing to the material sense in which 
they were ordinarily used: but, above all, from the mystery 
of the subject itself, one so far surpassing the capacity of man. 
The whole question, therefore, had to be filtered in Councils, 
even as the question of the circumcision of the Gentiles was 
debated and the decree issued accordingly in those remarkable 
terms, “ It seemed good to the Holy Ghost and to us.”! In 
the meantime we must be prepared to see the doctrine in the 
ore, if I may so speak, encumbered with dross. Hence the 
several expressions which Arians and other schismatics press 
into their service, deriving from them, taken singly and alone, 
arguments for their dogmas the most plausible, and which 
sciolists in these matters repeat with triumph; but which, 
upon minds thoroughly imbued with the spirit of these au- 
thors and intimately conversant with their works, produce no 
effect at all. 

Thus, in spite of. the substance of the Athanasian Creed 
_ manifested as I have shown it to be in the writings of the 
Primitive Fathers, you will find it nevertheless said by one 
or other of them, on one or other occasion, that the Son has 
the second place, the Holy Ghost the third?; that the Son 
ministers to the Father*®; that God was the Author of the 
power, divinity, and even salvation of the Son*; that he was 
Wisdom, the second person created, in allusion to Proverbs 
viii. 22 (LXX)°; that he was first created by God to plan, 
then generated to execute®; that there was a treatise written 
by one of them, “ Concerning the Creation and Generation of - 
Christ 7 that the Father is known by himself more intimately 
than he is known by the Son’; that we are not to pray to 
Christ, but only to God the Father through Christ’; that 
God the Father rules the Saviour”; that the Son was the 
oldest’ of created things''; and much-more to the like effect. 
These latter passages are all of them from Origen, from whom 
alone might be collected more expressions of this unguarded 
kind than from any other Ante-Nicene Father, or, perhaps, all 


' Acts xv, 28, 7 Melito, ap. Routh. Rel. Sacr. vol. i. 
* Justin Martyr, Apol. 1, § 13. p. 114, 

8 Dial. § 60. ὃ Origen, De Principiis, IV. § 35. 

4 §§ 102. 129. 9 De Oratione, § 15. 

5 Tertullian, Adv, Praxeam, c. vi. 0 Contra Celsum, VITT. § 15, 


δος vii. '' Πρεσβύτατον yap αὐτὸν πάντων 
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the Ante-Nicene Fathers put together. And yet it would be 
easy to produce others from him (often scores of them, many I 
have produced already) diametrically opposed in meaning to 
that which any or all of these seem to bear; and it may be 
observed as a very frequent argument on this subject, that 
throughout his book against Celsus, Origen evidently con- 
siders that every objection which Celsus can raise against 
Christianity, founded on difficulties resulting from the doc- 
trine of the Divinity of Jesus Christ, was a legitimate objec- 
tion, and required an answer; a line of defence which he 
would never have adopted had he felt himself in a condition 
to dispute or to deny the premises; and a great number of 
such objections Celsus actually does advance.' 

It would seem, therefore, that in the instance of Origen 
more than the usual causes to which I have adverted must 
have operated to produce so large a proportion of blemishes ; 
that there must have been more disturbing forces acting on 
his theology, as it has reached us at least, than appears at 
first sight. We may trace several such from evidence con- 
tained in his own writings. First, it appears that he was 
much resorted to by philosophers and heretics; that he held 
conferences with them and studied their works.? It is pos- 
sible that this communication left some tokens of itself: behind 
on his book. Secondly, it is clear that he often wrote in 
haste, and on the move, both time and place against him ; 
that under such disadvantages, for example, he penned his 
Epistle ὑοῦ Africanus on the authority of the history of Su- 
sanna, which he composed, he says, at a short notice, when 
sojourning for a few days at Nicomedia, and for the defects of 
which he begs his correspondent’s indulgence on this very 
ground; and it may be added, that the history which he 
here defends in his haste as canonical, he elsewhere in his 
haste seems disposed to abandon.* And when speaking of a 
certain diagram of which Celsus had made use, he avers that 
he gcould find no key to it anywhere, many as were the parts. 


τῶν δημιουργημάτων ἴσασιν of θεῖοι | 2nd Ed. 

Adyou.—V. § 37. This is the passage | ἶ See especially IT. § 17, et seq. 
apparently referred to by Dr. Clarke, | 3 Ex Origenis Epistola, vol. i. p. 4. 
and overlooked by Dr. Burton. See| * Fragm. ex libro decimo Stromatum 
Testimonies of the Ante-Nicene Fa. | Origenis, vol. i. p. 40. 

thers to the Divinity of Christ, p. 300, 


Lect. X.] OF ORIGEN ACCOUNTED FOR. 411° 


of the earth over which he had travelled, as though it was his 
habit to prosecute his studies on the wing.’ And in the con- 
struction of his work against this same Celsus, he discovers in 
a still more remarkable manner this habit of precipitation ; 
for though he eventually took more pains, perhaps, with this 
work, than with any other he composed, or, at least, any other 
that has descended to us, yet having commenced it on one 
plan, and soon finding it expedient to continue it on another, 
he could not prevail on himself to recast the beginning, but re- 
tained. it as it was, for the sake of expedition and economy of 
time ; and apologized ina preface to his readers for the in- 
congruity it would occasion.” We may detect similar marks 
of hurry in the opening of the second book against Celsus, as 
compared with that of the third. For, whilst in the opening 
of the second, he professes to confine himself in that book to 
the charges which Celsus, in the fictitious character of a Jew, 
brings against the Jews who believed in Jesus ; in the opening 
of the third, where he recapitulates the subjects of the two for- 
mer books, he overlooks this limitation of the argument of the 
second, and says, “In the second we met, as well as we could, 
all the objections made against ws who believe in God through 
Christ, by Celsus asa Jew.”* Accordingly, it would seem that, 
in writing the second book, he did in fact forget the prospectus 
with which he started ; the reasoning not having an exclusive 
reference to the Jewish believer; and in no single instance 
founded peculiarly on Hebrew criticism. Thirdly, it is plain 
that Origen propounded a great many of his notions as pure 
speculations, in which he had himself no particular confidence, 
the freaks of a mercurial mind, and represented by himself as 
little else. Thus he introduces his chapter “concerning the 
end,” in his “ De Principiis’’ with the remark, that what he 
was about to suggest “ would be said with great fear and 
caution, rather in the spirit of one who discusses and debates 
a subject, than of one who ventures to affirm on it.”* So in 
the next chapter, “concerning things corporeal and incor- 
poreal,” when launching into a disquisition on the nature of 
the heavenly bodies, or on the probability of their being ani- 


1 Contra Celsum, VI. § 24. metu et cautela dicuntur, discutientibus 
2 Pref, ad libros contra Celsum, § 6. | magis et pertractantibus quam pro cer- 
* Compare II. § 1, and III. § 1. to ao definito statuentibus.—De Princi- 


* Que quidem a nobis cum magno | piis, 1. c. vi. § 1. 
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mated, he adds: “Although to institute such an inquiry as 
this may seem to have in it a certain audacity, still, since we 
are impelled by the desire of laying hold of truth, it does not 
seem absurd to examine and try such matters as it may be 
possible to attain unto, according to the grace of the Holy 
Spirit.”! Again, “concerning the Incarnation of Christ,” we 
find him preparing his readers for his remarks by the following 
appeal: “Touching which, we will produce as briefly as pos- 
sible, not with any temerity, but simply because the course of 
our subject calls for it, the things which our faith rather holds 
than those which human reason dogmatically asserts for itself ; 
rather advancing our own suspicions than making any positive 
assertions.”* Again, in the same chapter, “ Meanwhile this is 
what has occurred to us at present, whilst discussing so diffi- 
cult a subject as the Incarnation and Divinity of Christ. If, 
however, any one can discover anything better, and confirm 
what he says by clearer arguments from the Holy Scriptures, 
let his conclusions be received rather than ours.”* Again, in 
another chapter “concerning the soul,” “ However, as to what 
we have said touching the vous (mens) of man, when changed 
for the worse, becoming ἃ ψυχὴ (anima), or aught else per- 
taining to the same question, let him who reads diligently 
discuss the matters in his thoughts, and conclude on it; but 
let not what we have just put forward be understood as 
spoken dogmatically, but rather as produced in the way of 
discussion and inquiry.”* Again, in another chapter “con- 
cerning human temptations,” Origen starts various theories to 
account for “the flesh lusting against the spirit,” and then 
concludes, “The reader may choose which theory he likes 


1 Quamvis hoc inquirere audacie cu- 
jusdam videatur, quoniam tamen cap- 


tande veritatis studio provocamur, que. 


possibilia nobis sunt, secundum gratiam 
Spiritus sancti scrutari et pertentare 


, non videtur absurdum.—De Principiis, 


1. vii. § 3. 

2 De quo nos non temeritate aliqua, 
sed quoniam ordo loci deposcit, ea ma- 
gis que fides nostra continet, quam qué 
humane rationis assertio vindicare solet, 
quam paucissimis proferemus, suspi- 
ciones potius nostras quam manifestas 
aliquas affirmationes in medium profer- 
entes.—II. c. vi. § 2. 


8 Hee interim nobis ad presens de 
rebus tam difficilibus disputantibus, id 
est de incarnatione, et de deitate Christi 
occurrere potuerunt. Si quis sane me- 
lius aliquid poterit invenire, et eviden- 
tioribus de scripturis sanctis assertio- 
nibus confirmare que dicit, illa potius 
quam heec recipiantur.—IL. ec. vi. § 7. 

4 Verum tamen quod diximus, men- 
tem in animam verti, vel si qua alia in 
hoc videntur aspicere, discutiat apud se 
qui legit diligentius et pertractet: a no- 
bis tamen non putentur velut dogmata 
esse prolata, sed tractandi. more ac re- 
quirendi esse discussa.—II. c. viii. § 4. 


Lect. X.] OF ORIGEN ACCOUNTED FOR. 413 


best.”! And once more, in a chapter “concerning the end of 
the world,”’ Origen closes his lucubrations, “Having thus far 
discussed the system of corporeal nature or spiritual body, ‘we 
leave the matter to the Judgment of the reader, that he may 
choose whichever theory he likes best; and so we make an 
end of our third book.”* These passages, though taken from 
the “De Principiis,” I have no doubt are correct versions of 
the Greek ; for besides being of a kind to provoke no meddling 
of Rufinus, they are perfectly consistent with other places still 
existing in the Greek. Thus he ends a comment on the 
question of ecclesiastical Digamy as follows: “It is probable 
that other notions will be started by persons much wiser than 
ourselves, and better able to see into such things, whether as 
relates to the law touching the writing of divorcement, or 
whether as to the Apostolical precepts, which forbid Digamists 
to have any rule in the Church, or to preside over. it in any 
post of honour: we, however, have expressed what has occur- 
red to ourselves on this subject, waiting till something better 
can be made out, and something which, by the superior lustre 
of knowledge, may eclipse what has been said by us.”* I 
have multiplied these quotations, because I think they throw 
a light on the character of Origen’s writings; and supply a 
key to much that is otherwise perplexing in them. 

All these circumstances, then, taken into account, we might 
_ expect that the works of Origen, even as they came fresh from 
his pen, would exhibit many of those symptoms of heat and 
confusion which certainly appear in them at present, and we 
might be disposed to think that there never was a time, even 
from their first publication, when they could be adopted as 
safe and consistent guides from beginning to end; however 
particular treatises might justly be thought such ; and how- 
ever cognisable, after all, the fundamental features of the 
truth and of the Church might be, and indeed still are, 
throughout them as a whole. 

But even these drawbacks to the implicit reception of them 


1 Et nos quidem prout potuimus ex | ture vel spiritalis corporis ratione dis- 
singulorum personis que dici possunt | cussd, arbitrio legentis relinquimus, ex 
disputationis modo de singulis dogma- | utroque quod melius judicaverit eligen- 
tibus in medium protulimus: qui autem | dum. Nos vero in his finem libri tertii 
legit, eligat ex his ques magis amplec- | faciamus.—c. vi. § 9. 
tenda sit ratio— III. c. iv. § 5. ᾿ > Origen, Comment. in Matt. tom. xiv. 

2 Hactenus nobis etiam corporem na- | § 22, vol. ili, p. 646, 
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are aggravated by other considerations. We have not, in 
many cases, the work as Origen composed it—if the original 
concoction had its alloy, the mixture which has resulted from 
subsequent vitiation of it is much more debased. In the first 
place, the text is corrupt ; how much so, and how much might 
be done to correct it, may be perceived by comparing that of 
the treatise “‘De Oratione,” as revised by Bentley, with that 
which he found it. But the grievance lies deeper even than 
this. Origen was himself careless about his manuscripts. 
On one occasion he tells us of a heretic who, having held a 
dispute with him, availed himself of the notes of it which had 
been taken down by the bystanders, and then dressing them 
up to suit his purpose, gave them circulation as a treatise of 
Origen’s. Meanwhile, his friends, shocked at the publication, 
apply to him for the authentic copy, which, says Origen, 
though it had never been read over by him-or revised, but 
had been thrown aside, so that it was with difficulty 
recovered, he at length found and sent them.' Τὺ is possible 
that several of his treatises, as we now possess them, are not 
the deliberate penning of Origen himself, but memoranda of 
oral addresses, committed to paper by his hearers, in the 
manner here alluded to; a process sure to misrepresent him 
more or less.? And it is certain, that in the very earliest 
times -his writings were tampered with by heretics. His 
“ De Principiis,’ which is said to have suffered in this way 
above the rest, underwent further manipulations at the hands 
of Rufinus (as he himself confesses*) in his translation of it, 
in which alone the greater part of it has been preserved to 
us ; and which must be estimated accordingly: for though 
the substance of it is, no doubt, Origen’s; and may often be 
confirmed as being so by a reference to similar opinions 
expressed in other of his works; yet the liberties taken with 
it may sometimes involve Origen in contradictions, which are 
not really to be laid at his door. And in the Comment on 
the Epistle to the Romans, which also has descended to us 
only in the Latin version of Rufinus, the translator tells us in 
his Preface that he made bold with his author in the same 
way.* I have entered into these details for the purpose of 


' Ex Epist. Origenis, vol. i, p. 5. ® Origen, Prologus Rufini in libros 
3 800 Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. vi. | περὶ ἀρχῶν. 
c. 36. 4 Vol. iv. p. 458. 
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accounting for the number of expressions occurring in Origen’s 
writings, as we now have them, which jar with the general 
tone of his teaching; a number much greater in proportion 
than those of a like kind, which present themselves to us in 
any other.of the Ante-Nicene Fathers. 
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LECTURE XI. 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Socinian scheme. 3°. On the doc- 
trine of the Atonement. Statement of the Racovian Catechism. The death 
of Christ, according to the Fathers, a sacrifice—expiatory, vicarious, universally 
necessary. Unreasonableness and hardihood of rejecting a doctrine thus 
guaranteed. 4°. On the nature and effect of Baptism. Statement of the 
Racovian Catechism. Unanimity of the Fathers on Baptismal regeneration. 
Variety of forms in which they assert it. The effect of Baptism, according to 
them, the work of the Holy Ghost. Their account of it meant to apply to in- 
fants as well as to adults. Evidence for Infant Baptism. The office of spon- 
sors recognised. The benefit not ascribed to the upus operatum, but represented 
as contingent on the observance of the Baptismal promises, Strictness of the 
early Church in this particular. 


§ 3. 
On the Doctrine of the Atonement. 


1" next great doctrine on which the testimony of the 
early Fathers is directly opposed to the Socinian scheme, 
and which has already been incidentally touched in. one or 
two quotations made for other purposes, is that of the Atone- 
ment by the Blood of Christ. The Racovian Catechism, after 
assigning as causes for the death of the Saviour, that it was 
necessary in order to his subsequent resurrection and exalta- 
tion, and as a proof of God’s love and Christ’s own towards 
us, proceeds to ask, “Is there not ‘some other cause for the 
death of Christ?” Τὸ which it makes answer, “None at al; 
although Christians at this day commonly think that Christ 
by his death merited salvation for us, and fully satisfied for 
our sins, which opinion is fallacious, erroneous, and very per- 
nicious.”' And Dr. Priestley, a leader of a section of the 
same school in modern times, affirms that “The whole doctrine 
of the Atonement, with every modification of it, has been a 
departure from Primitive Christianity.” ? 


1 Racovian Catechism, Of Christ’s 3 History of the Corruptions of Chris- 
Prophetic Office, ch. viii. tianity, vol. i. p. 154. 
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Now certainly if the unanimous voice of the early Church is 
to rule us at all in the interpretation we put upon Scripture, it 
is clear that neither the Catechism of Socinus, nor the dogma 
of the disciple of Socinus, is to be received for a moment. 
The array of authorities which might be produced from the 
Fathers in support of this assertion is absolutely overwhelm- 
ing. One knows not which to select, or where to stop in the 
selection. 

We find Barnabas seeing in the Law intimations that “The 
Lord was eventually to offer up his flesh (the receptacle of his 
Spirit) as a sacrifice for owr sins ;’’’ that when the heifer 
was burned, the ashes put into vessels, and the people sprinkled 
with the ashes that they might be purified from their sins, 
the heifer meant Christ.’ 

We find Clemens Romanus saying that the spies required of 
Rahab a sign, namely, “ that she should hang a purple thread 
out of her house, thereby signifying that there would be re- 
demption through the blood of the Lord for all who believe 
and hope’in God.”* We perceive him applying the language 
of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah to Christ, “He was 
wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our iniqui- 
ties, the chastisement of our peace was upon him, and with 
his stripes we are healed.”* We have him declaring that 
“Through the charity which: Jesus Christ our Lord felt for 
us he gave his blood for us; his flesh for our flesh ; his life 
for our lives.’’® 

We hear Ignatius talk of “ purging the water (4. ὁ. of Bap- 
tism) by his Passion” δ; boast that “the archives which he for 
his part consulted were those uncorrupted ones of the cross, 
death, resurrection of Christ, and faith in him, by whom he 
hoped to be justified.’’” | 

We discover Justin Martyr speaking of the death of Christ, 
not as an event which “ Procured the reversion of death passed 
upon Adam and his posterity at the Fall, and so the resur- 
rection of mankind in general, the wicked as well as the 
righteous to a future life,’ which was what Dr. Priestley saw 
in it,° but as a sacrifice expurgatory of moral guilt. By the 


' Barnabas, § 7. © Ignatius, Ad Ephes. § xviii. 

2 καὶ 8, τ Ad Philadelph. § viii. 

3 Clem. Rom. Ad Corinth. I. § xii. 8. History of the Corruptions of Chris- 
4 § xvi. δ ἃ xlix. tianity, vol. i. p. 237. 
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serpent on the pole or cross in the wilderness, “It was pro- 
claimed that the power of the serpent which wrought the fall 
of Adam was dissolved, and that there was salvation for 
those who believed in him whom the cross expressed, from 
the wounds of the serpent, which are evil deeds, idolatries, and 
other iniquities.”’' “The Father of all chose that his Christ 
should take on himself the universal curse for all men of 
every nation.”* The prophecy of Jacob pointed to “The 
passion which Christ should undergo, when he would purge 
by his blood those who believed in him ;’’* the word καθαέρειν, 
(and the same may be said of καθαρίξζειν in a previous quo- 
tation from Ignatius,) evidently having a reference to the 
defiling quality of sin, which Christ came to put away by the 
sacrifice of himself; and not at all to the purpose, if by the 
offering of Christ nothing more was meant than his delivering 
himself to die as a preliminary to his entering into heaven, 
there to discharge his priestly functions for us* ; or his revers- 
ing the sentence of death passed at the Fall, and procuring 
the resurrection of mankind. “Those who have not clean 
hands should wash and be clean .... not as though all the 
waters of the sea could cleanse sin, but as though the bath 
of salvation could . . . through faith in the blood of Christ ;”* 
still ἀπολούεσθαι and καθαρέζειν the terms used ; and in rela- 
tion solely to the effect of the bloodshedding of Christ. Finally, 
the mystery contained in Joshua the high priest having his 
filthy garments taken from him, as recorded in the third chapter 
of Zechariah, was significant of our sins being put away from 
us through the name of Jesus.° 

We find Irenzeus, in his turn, insisting on the same doc- 
trine over and over again, as if it was above all doubt or 
dispute, affirming that “The Lord. suffered for our salva- 
tion ; 7 “ransomed us by his own blood ;”*® “redeemed us from 
the Fall by his blood, to the end that we might be a holy 
people ;”* that he “reconciled us to God by his Passion; ” "ἢ 
that he “called to him all that mourned, and gave remission 
of sins to those who had been led captive, and loosed them 


' Justin Martyr, Dial. § 94. ὁ ςς 115, 116. 
2695. 7 [renseus, IT. ὁ. xx. καὶ 2. 
δ Apol. I. § 32. Βδν͵ ς.1.95}. * 
4 Racovian Catechism, Of Christ's 91Π.. α. ν. § 38. 
Priestly Office, pp. 163, 164. 0 TIT. ὁ. xvi. § 9. 


® Justin Martyr, Dial. §§ 12, 18. 
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from their bonds ;’’’ that “God made the Gentiles clean by 
the blood of his Son ;”? that “he descended from the Father, 
took flesh, suffered death, and consummated the scheme of 
our salvation ;”* that “David, when he said, Blessed is the 
man unto whom the Lord imputeth no sin, was setting forth 
beforehand the forgiveness through his .advent, whereby he 
blotted out the hand-writing of our debt and nailed it to the ° 
cross ; so that as by the tree we were made debtors to God, 
by the tree we should obtain remission of our debt ;”‘ that 
“Jesus who suffered for us, who sojourned among us, the 
same is the Word of God;”* that “we should declare with 
thanksgiving wherefore the Word of God took flesh and suf- 
fered.” ° 

We read in Melito’ that “God suffered with Israel on his 
right hand,’ the Gentiles being on his left. How could such 
an awful phrase as this present itself, except to a mind con- 
scious of the immense difficulty attending the expiation of 
sin, and the precious offering required in order to effect it ? 
Indeed, the true nature of those sufferings is expressly 
asserted in the next fragment of the same author, taken from 
a catena or running commentary on Genesis— “There came 
a ram for the slaughter instead of Isaac the just man, that 
Isaac might be loosed from his bonds. This ram being put 
to death ransomed Isaac. In lke manner the Lord being 
slain saved us, and being bound set us free, and being sacri- 
ficed became our ransom” *—where Christ’s sacrifice is clearly 
designated as vicarious, Christ substituted in our stead as 
the ram was in Isaac’s—an authority completely in contra- 
diction to the Racovian Catechism, which, having asked the 
question, “ What is the meaning of these words, that Christ 
died for us?” makes answer, “This expression, ‘for us,’ does 
not signify in our stead, but on our behalf.” ἢ 

We observe that Clemens Alexandrinus, different as his 
mode of writing and reasoning is from that of the Fathers 
we have been hitherto considering, still agrees with them in 
giving clear expression to this fundamental doctrine. Like 
Melito, he finds the scene of Calvary in that of Mount 


' Trenseus, 111. c. ix. § 3. Tic. x. § 8. 
: 1 ὁ. xii. § 7. : ae tel Sacr. vol. i. p. 116. 
.¢. XVill. § 2. id. p. 117. 
4V.e. xvii. § 3. ® Racovian Catechism, Of Christ’s 
5.1. c.ix. § ὃ. Prophetic Office, ch. viii. p. 134. 
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Moriah —“ Isaac was the son of Abraham, as Christ was 
the Son of God; he was a victim as the Lord was, yet was 
not offered up, as was the Lord ; only Isaac bare the wood of 
the sacrifice, as the Lord bare the cross, and he laughed in a 
figure, prophesying that the Lord would fill us with joy, 
redeemed as we are from destruction by the Lord’s blood. 
Isaac, however, did not actually suffer, which was well, for 
he resigned the initiative of the Passion to the Word. More- 
over, by not being put to death he intimated the Divinity of 
the Lord; for Jesus after his burial rose again, not having 
suffered” (ὦ. 6. either not im his Godhead or not permanently) 
“even as Isaac was released from the sacrifice.”' Again, 
how undeniably is the vicarious nature of Christ’s sacrifice 
declared in the following paragraph, the very antithesis turn- 
ing on it! “He who suffers for his love of God, suffers for 
his own salvation ; and again, he who dies for his own salva- 
tion, endures for the love of the Lord. For he for whom he 
suffered being himself Life, was content to suffer, in order that 
by his Passion we might live.”* And the same may be said of 
this other, “I will give thee daily the drink of immortality,”’ 
(it is the Saviour who is represented as speaking,) “I will 
be thy teacher in heavenly lore. I contended for thee unto 
death. I paid thy death which thou owedst for thy sins 
aforetime and for thy unfaithfulness unto God.”* Once more, 
how universal is the necessity of this sacrifice! “The Apostle, 
though he had distinctly said already that he regards the 
salvation in Christ of the just (ὁ. 6. of the just who lived before 
Christ) and of us to be one and the same, nevertheless adds, 
when speaking of Moses, that he ‘esteemed the reproach of 
Christ greater riches than the treasures of Egypt’ ” *—this 
again a sentiment altogether opposed to that of the same 
Catechism on the same subject; where to the question, “ Is 
none justified without faith in Christ?” (ὦ. 6. however, a 
Socinian faith,) the answer supplied is, “None at all. But 
this is to be understood of that time since Christ hath been 
revealed . . . For as to the time that went before the revela- 
tion of Christ, this cannot be affirmed thereof.” ὅ 

Nay more, as I argued in the last section, that the Trinita- 

1 Clem. Alex. Peedag. I. c. v. p. 111. * Stromat. IV. § xvi. p. 609. 


* Stromat. IV. § vii. p. 588. § Racovian Catechism, Of Christ's 
8 Quis dives salvetur, § xxiii. Prophetic Office, ch. xi. p. 152. 
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rian sense imposed by the early Fathers on texts which, 
strictly speaking, perhaps, could not be adduced in evidence 
of it, or where the correctness of such application might be 
disputed, served to show very clearly that the doctrine of the 
Trinity was in undisputed possession of their minds, so may 
I say the same with respect to the doctrine of the Atone- 
ment. Thus it is a well-known fancy of Barnabas, that when 
Abraham circumcised all the males in his house, being in num- 
ber 318, thereby saving them from being cut off from the 
congregation, the incident typified the crucifixion of Jesus 
and its consequences—the 18 being expressed by the letters 
«ἡ, the initials of Jesus, and the 300 by the letter τ, the 
figure of the cross, so that the number 318 translated meant 
Jesus crucified.' No one would think of accepting this rea- 
soning of Barnabas as sound and trustworthy, or be satisfied 
that the doctrine of Christ crucified and its results are fairly 
deduced from the premises; but every one would, neverthe- 
less, draw this conclusion from the commentary of Barnabas, 
that the doctrine of the Atonement was considered by him to 
be a very prominent feature in the Gospel scheme, and to be 
true beyond denial; and this the rather from his daring to 
find it where he does. Had it been one of doubtful accept- 
ance, he would not have ventured upon so questionable an 
expression of it ; still less would this notion of his have main- 
tained its ground so long as to be repeated by Clemens, and 
with as little misgiving as it had been broached by Bar- 
nabas.* 

Tertullian adds his testimony to that of those we have 
already reviewed. “What, then,” says he, in his “ De Corona,” 
“was the crown which Christ Jesus wore for either sex? It 
was a crown of thorns and briars, in token of the sins which 
the earth of our flesh hath brought forth unto us and which 
the power of the cross hath taken away, overcoming the sharp- 
ness of every sting of death in the sufferings of the head of 
the Lord.”* How emphatic a declaration of the doctrine of 
the Atonement:is contained in the following passage! How 
difficult would it be to devise expressions that should convey 


' Barnabas, § 9. lis, in figuram delictorum, qué nobis 
? Clem. Alex. Stromat. VI. § xi. p. | protulit terra carnis, abstulit autem vir- 
781. tus crucis, omnem aculeum mortis in 


8 Quale, oro te, sertum pro utroque | Dominici capitis tolerantiad obtundens,— 
sexu subiit ? Ex spinis, opinor, et tribu- | Tertullian, De Corona, c. xiv. 
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it with greater authority! Tertullian is arguing against the 
early heretical notion that Jesus was merely a phantom, and 
in setting forth the consequences which would ensue from such 
a fact if it were true, There could be no such thing in that 
case, says he, as faith in Christ's passion, “ because a phantasm 
‘could not really suffer ; so that the whole work of God would 
be overturned. The death of Christ, the whole weight and 
benefit of the Christian profession, that death which the Apos- 
tle insists upon so impressively as real, making it the entire 
foundation of the Gospel, of our salvation, and of his preach- 
ing, would be denied ; for ‘I have delivered unto you,’ says 
he, ‘first of all how that Christ died for our sins, and that he 
was buried, and that he rose again the third day.’”’ How 
could the sacrifice of the death of Christ be more amply 
estimated than by such terms—that the whole weight and 
benefit of the Christian profession was derived from it—that 
it was the entire foundation of the Gospel and of our salva- 
tion? And how naturally does the Apostle’s language, as 
quoted to confirm these views, conspire with them! Certainly 
if we must look anywhere for a fuller declaration of the mo- 
mentous doctrine we are contemplating, it must be Tertullian 
himself, who in another place, when dealing with the same 
heresy, exclaims against its advocate with a vehemence scarcely 
excusable, but still most apt for my present purpose,” “O most 
wicked of men, who” (by supposing Jesus a phantom) “ex- 
cusest the murderers of God: For unless Christ really suf- 
fered, he did not suffer at their hands at all. Spare the one 
single hope of the whole world.”’ It is not necessary, I think, 
to produce further evidence (which, however, might most 
easily be done) from this Father. Let us, then, turn to ano- 
ther. 

“The body” (of Jesus), says Hippolytus, “though dead as 
to its human nature, has in it a mighty virtue of life; for 


' Sic nec passiones Christi ejus fidem 
merebuntur: nihil enim passus est qui 
non vere est passus. Vere autem pati 
phantasma non potuit. Eversum est 
igitur totum Dei opus. Totum Chris- 
tiani nominis et pondus et fructus, mors 
Christi negatur, quam tam impresse 
Apostolus demandat, utique veram, sum- 
mum eam fundamentum Evangelii con- 
stituens, et salutis nostra, et preedica- 


tionis sus. Tradidi enim, inquit, vobis 
in primis, quod Christus mortuus sit 
pro peccatis nostris, et quod sepultus 
sit, et quod resurrexerit tertié die.—Ad- 
versus Marcionem, III. c. viii. 

2 Scelestissime hominum, qui inter- 
emptores excusas Dei. Nihil enim ab 
eis passus est Christus, si nihil vere 
est passus. Parce unic@ spei totius or- 
bis.—De Carne Christi, 6. v. 
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that which does not proceed from dead bodies in general, pro- 
ceeded from it, even blood and water, in order that we might 
know what power unto life the virtue possessed which was 
enshrined in that body, so that it did not seem like other 
dead bodies, but could pour forth for us the causes of life.”' 
Proceed we next to Origen; and still we shall find the 
argument for this vital doctrine only gathering further 
strength. “ Let a man once lose his soul,” says he, “or damage 
it, and if he gain the whole world he cannot find a ransom 
for it. For the soul which is made in the image of God is 
more precious than all things. There is only one who hath 
been able to give a ransom for a soul already lost, even he 
who hath purchased us by his own precious blood.’”’* Again, 
“ We maintain that he received a human body from a woman, 
that he might live in it; and which might be capable of a 
human death. Accordingly, we say, that besides other matters, 
he fought a great fight by means of his human body, tempted 
in all things like other men, but not like other men a sinner, 
but totally without sin; for it is clear to us that he did no 
sin, neither was guile found in his mouth; and that not 
knowing sin, God delivered him up as pure for all that had 
sinned.” * Again, Celsus objects that Jesus, after disgrace- 
fully hiding himself, was taken. To this Origen replies by 
showing that the surrender of Jesus was voluntary. “I con- 
tend that if by ‘being taken’ be understood that he suffered 
capture against his will, he was not taken, for at the fitting 
time he allowed himself to fall into the hands of men, as the 
Lamb of God, in order that he might take away the sin of 
the world.’’* And again, shortly afterwards, “to the sequel 
of the argument,” says he, “we have already made answer, 
by showing that Jesus was not taken as a fugitive, but that 
of his own accord he gave himself for us all.”* And again, 


' Hippolytus, p. 281. In afragment | παρέδωκεν ὑπὲρ πάντων τῶν ἡμαρτη- 
of one of his Homilies. κότων ὁ Ocds.—Contra Celsum, I. 
2 Els μόνος δεδύνηται δοῦναι ἀντάλ.. | καὶ 69. 
λαγμα τῆς ἀπολλυμένης πρότερον, 4 ᾿Αλλ᾽ ἐπεί φησι καὶ ὅτι ἑάλω" 
υχῆς ἡμῶν, ὁ ὠνησάμενος ἡμᾶς τῷ ᾿ εἴποιμ᾽ ἂν, ὅτι εἴπερ τὸ ἁλῶναι ἀκού- 
αὐτοῦ τιμίῳ aipars,—Origen, Exhor- | σιόν ἐστι, οὐκ ἑάλω ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς" ἑαυτὸν 
tatio ad Martyrium, § 12. yap ἐν ἐπιτηδείῳ καιρῷ εἰς χέιρας 
* Τρανῶς γὰρ ἡμῖν φαίνεται, ὅτι ᾿ ἀνθρώπων γενέσθαι οὐκ ἐκώλυσεν, ὡς 
αμαρτίαν οὐκ ἐποίησεν, οὐδὲ εὑρέθη ἀμνὸς τοῦ Θεοῦ, ἵν᾽ ἄρῃ τὴν ἁμαρτίαν 
δόλος ἐν τῷ στόματι αὐτοῦ’ καὶ μὴ ' τοῦ xdqpov.—IT. § 10. : . 
γνόντα ee ἁμαρτίαν, ὡς καθαρὸν, * ᾿Απελογησάμεθα περὶ τῶν ἑξῆς 
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in nearly the same terms, “The Son of the Mighty God 
suffered of his own free will for the salvation of mankind.”! 
And in another place he adopts an opinion respecting the 
Messiah to come, which Celsus had assigned in the first 
instance to the Jews; “that the world had been so full of 
wickedness, as to make it necessary that one should be sent 
from God in order that the unrighteous might be punished, 
and that all things might be purged similarly to what hap- 
pened formerly at the flood” *—a very strong declaration 
surely of the scale on which the Passion of Christ acted in 
expiating the sin of man. Again, Celsus having suggested that 
Jonah was more fit to be exalted to a Deity than Jesus, 
Origen observes that Celsus must have written this merely to 
fill his book, “preferring Jonah who preached repentance to 
the single city of Nineveh, to Jesus who preached repentance 
to the whole world, and who effected far more than Jonah: 
and wishing us to proclaim him a God who certainly lived 
three days and three nights marvellously and wonderfully in 
the belly of the fish ; yet not thinking that he who undertook 
to die for mankind, and to whom God had borne witness by 
the prophets, was worthy of the honour next after the God of 
the universe, on account of the great things he had done in 
heaven and earth.”* And once more, “Touching Jesus, there- 
fore, so far as the things done in him are done by the Godhead 
in him, they are holy; but so far as he was man, being en- 
dowed above any other man with a consummate share of self- 
reason and self-wisdom, he endured, as a wise and perfect man, 
whatever it was necessary for one to endure, who was doing 
everything for the whole humam race, or rather for all reason- 
able creatures. And there is nothing incongruous in his dying 
as a man, and in his death being set forth not only as an ex- 
ample of dying for religion, but also as a thing which effected 
the beginning and progress of the overthrow of evil and of the 


(Sexnres IT. 


ἵν of μὲν ἄδικοι κολασθῶσι, τὰ δὲ 
πάντα ἢ, ἀνάλογον τῷ πρώτῳ 
ov ε KaraxAvopq.—§ 20. 


καὶ ἐν τοῖς πρὸ τούτων, δεικνύντες, 
ὅτι οὐ φεύγων ἑάλω ὁ ᾿Ιησοῦς, ἀλλ᾽ 
ἑκὼν ὑπὲρ ἡμῶν πάντων παρέδωκεν 


éauréy.—Urigen, Contra Celsum, § 11.: 


' Πάσχει ye ὁ Υἱὸς τοῦ μεγίστου 
Θεοῦ βουληθεὶς ὑπὲρ τῶν ἀνθρώπων 
cornpias.— LV. 5 73. 

* Ιουδαῖοι δὴ παρ᾽ αὐτῷ λέγουσι 
πληρωθέντα τὸν βίον πάσης κακίας 
δεῖσθαι τοῦ καταπεμπομένου ἀπὸ Θεοῦ" 


Τὸν δ᾽ ἀναδεξάμενον ὑπὲρ ἀνθρώ-. 
πὼν ἀποθανεῖν, οὐκ ἤθελε Κέλσος, 
μαρτυρούμενον ὑπὸ τοῦ Θεοῦ διὰ τῶν 
προφητῶν ἄξιον εἶναι τῆς δευτερευ- 
οὕσης oe τὸν Θεὸν τ ὅλων, δι᾽ ἃ 
ἐποίησεν ἐν οὐρανῷ καὶ ἐπὶ γῆς ἀν.-. 
δραγαθήματα, τιμῆς. --Ν 1}. § on. 
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devil, who had got posssesion of the whole world.”' Let this suf- 
fice, though numberless other passages might be produced from 
Origen bearing upon the same subject, and to the same effect. 

If we appeal to Cyprian, we still only receive further tes- 
timony to the primitive character of the doctrine of the 
Atonement. For instance, “ Let us then,” says he, “ betake 
ourselves to prayer ...., after our Lord’s example, who 
went out into a mountain to pray; and his prayer was for 
us, and not for himself... .; but if he laboured and 
watched in prayer for us, bow much rather ought we to do 
so for ourselves; first of all entreating the Lord himself, and 
then making satisfaction to the Father through him.”? 
Again, “Let it not be matter for our execration, that you 
have begun the glorious first-fruits of your confession, by 
being beaten with clubs. The body of the Christian does not 
shudder at the club; for all the hope of the Christian lies 
im the tree. The servant of Christ hails the symbol of his 
salvation. Redeemed by the tree to life eternal, by the tree 
is he advanced to his crown.”’* Cyprian’s several books of 
“Testimonies against the Jews,” are dictated from first to 
last in a thoroughly Anti-Socinian spirit. Thus chap. xvi. of 
the first book has for its title, “That the old sacrifice is done 
away, and the new sacrifice established ;” chap. xxiv. “That 
the Jews can obtain pardon of their sins in this manner only, 
by washing away the blood of Christ, whom they slew, in 
Christian’ Baptism, and by passing over to the Church and 
obeying its precepts ;’’ chap. vii. of the second book, “That 
Christ is God who was to come, the Illuminator and Saviour 
of the human race ;” chap. xxi. “That in the Passion and 
sign of the Cross is all virtue and power;” chap. xxvii. 


! Ὑπέμεινεν, ἁ ὡς σοφὸς καὶ τελειος, 
ἅπερ ἐχρῆν ὑπομεῖναι τὸν ὑπὲρ πάντος 
τοῦ γενοῦς τῶν ἀνθρώπων, ἣ καὶ τῶν 
λογικῶν, πάντα πράττοντα. Kal οὐδὲν 
ἄτοπον, καὶ ἀποτεθνηκέναι τὸν ἄνθρω- 
πον, καὶ τὸν θάνατον αὐτοῦ οὐ μόνον 
παράδει μα ἐκκεῖσθαι τοῦ ὑπὲ 
βείας ἀποθνήσκειν, ἀλλὰ ip καὶ 
εἰργάσθαι ἀρχὴν καὶ προκοπὴν τῆς 
καταλύσεως τοῦ πονηροῦ καὶ διαβόλον, 
πᾶσαν τὴν γὴν veveunpevov.—Origen, 
Contra Celsum, VIL. § 17. 

3 Quod si pro nobis ac pro delictis 
nostris ille et laborabat, et vigilabat, et 
precabatur, quanto nos magis insistere 


evoe- 


precibus et orare, et primo ipsum Do- 
minum orare, tum deinde per ipsum Deo 
Patri satisfacere debemus ?—Cyprian, 
Ep. vii. § 5. 

8 Quod autem fustibus cesi prius 
graviter et afflicti, per ejusmodi ponas 
initiastis confessionis vestre gloriosa 
primordia, execranda nobis ista res non 
est. Neque enim ad fustes Christianum 
corpus expavit, cujus est spes omnis in 
ligno. Sacramentum salutis sus Christi 
servus agnovit. Redemptus ligno ad 
vitam sternam ligno provectus est ad 
coronam.—Ep. xxvii. § 2. 
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“That no one can come to God the Father, but through his 
Son Jesus Christ.” 

Now it certainly does appear to me that it is impossible to 
withstand such a cloud of witnesses as this; of whose evi- 
dence, however, be it remembered, I have only laid a small 
part under contribution. It seems most unreasonable, in the 
face of so clear an assertion of the Atonement, so universally 
made by the Christian writers of the first three centuries, to 
pretend that this doctrine does not really exist in Scripture 
after all; that the texts which are supposed to express it 
(and a vast number of such texts it must be admitted there 
are) are quite misunderstood when such a doctrine is deduced 
from them; and that all the Fathers who lived during the 
generations which immediately succeeded Christ and the 
Apostles, were under a mistake in imagining that they taught 
it. And accordingly, though we may not be always disposed 
to acquiesce in the interpretation which a particular Father 
imposes upon a particular passage of holy writ ; yet when all 
of them, whether dwelling in Judza, in Rome, in Asia Minor, 
in Gaul, in Alexandria, in Carthage, or elsewhere, concur in 
construing a large class of texts, which the Bible contains, as 
significant of the Atonement, without any misgiving at all ; 
the Church, too, testifying to the same in her Councils, Creeds, 
and Liturgies, from the beginning—can we imagine that there 
is room for error? And can we contemplate the hardihood 
of those who reject a doctrine thus guaranteed, and take the 
consequences, without wonder and alarm? I, for one, am fully 
persuaded that numbers of Socinians have been made by the 
study of the early Fathers having passed into desuetude— 
speculation usurping the place of testimony—and, if I am 
right in this persuasion, need we inquire further into “the 
Use of the Fathers ? ” 


ὁ 4. 


On the Sacrament of Baptism. 


ANOTHER leading feature in the Socinian school is the gross 
manner in which it depresses the nature and efficacy of the two 
Sacraments: and here, again, the Fathers are entirely opposed 
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to its teaching. “ What think you concerning the baptism of 
water ?” is a question in the Racovian Catechism. A. “ That 
it is an external rite, whereby men, coming from Judaism or 
Gentilism to the Christian religion, did profess openly, that 
they acknowledge Christ for their Lord. @Q. Do infants 
belong to that rite? A. By no means, for neither have we 
in the Scripture either precept or example thereof; nor can 
they, as the thing itself showeth, acknowledge Christ for their 
Lord. . . . Q. What think you of them that think they are 
regenerated by this rite? A. They are exceedingly mistaken, 
for regeneration is nothing but the transformation of our 
mind and will, and composure of them to the doctrine of our 
Saviour Christ, as the very word (regeneration) doth intimate. 
But such a transformation cannot have place in infants who 
know not good and evil, much less that a thing of so great 
moment should be incident to them. But that those of per- 
fect age, in whom the transformation of mind and will hath 
place, should be regenerated by water, is so distant from truth, 
that it seemeth to carry a face of idolatry with it, whilst that 
is ascribed to a gross elemental thing, which is only to be 
ascribed to God himself and his Word,” &c.! 

Of original sin, which lies very much at the root of this 
question, 1 shall have a more convenient occasion to speak 
presently, when I come to consider the bearing of the Fathers 
on the subject of Calvinism ; and when in showing that they 
did not hold the total corruption of our nature by the Fall, 
IT shall necessarily show that they did hold, in a very ample 
manner, the doctrine of original sin, which the Socinian ex- 
pressly denies. “There is no such thing as original sin,” says 
this Catechism.” Taking credit, then, for being able to prove 
this point when the time arrives, I will in the meanwhile 
request my hearers to accompany me in the development of 
the sentiments of the Fathers on the Sacrament of Baptism ; 
on the great dignity of the mystery, and on the persons to 
whom it is fitting to administer it. 

Now there is scarcely a form in which the doctrine of re- 
generation in Baptism can be asserted, directly or indirectly, 
which we do not discover in the early Fathers. Thus Hermas, 
without using the term itself, fully appropriates the meaning 


1 Racovian Catechism, Of Christ’s 3.5, x. Peccatum originis nullum 
Prophetic Office, ch. iv. prorsus est. 
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of it, as in other passages, so in the following, “ Before a man 
receives the name of the Son of God, he is subject to death ; 
but when he receives that seal, he is freed from death, and 
given over to life. But that seal is water; into which man- 
kind descend, in bondage to death, but come out of the same 
made over to life.”’ 

“Then they are led by us to the water,” says Justin Mar- 
tyr, “and are regenerated by the same process of regeneration 
by which we were ourselves regenerated : for they then receive 
the laver in the water, in the name of God the Father and 
Master of the universe, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and 
of the Holy Ghost. For Christ said, ‘Unless ye be born 
again, ye cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven.’ ’’* 

“When our Lord gave to his disciples the power of rege- 
meration to God,”’ writes Irenzeus, “ he said to them, Go teach 
all nations baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.”* Again, in commenting on 
the history of the blind man, whom Jesus restored to sight, 
Trenseus considers Jesus to have created the blind man’s eyes 
out of the clay, that member having been left imperfect at his 
creation in the womb: and argues that as he was born defec- 
tive in his frame through original mal-formation, and was 
born in sin through the original transgression, he had not only 
need of his generation being completed by the clay, but of 
his regeneration being effected by the laver ; and therefore 
Jesus sent him to wash in the pool of Siloam, in virtue of 
which he was able to see and recognise his Saviour.‘ ' Again, 
having charged the heretics with inventing rites of initiation 
of their own, he says they had acted thus at the suggestion 
of Satan, “to the rejection of Baptism, which is regeneration 


1 Hermas, ITI. § 16. 

Ξ Ἔπειτα ἄγονται ὑφ᾽ ἡμῶν ἔνθα 
ὕδωρ ἐστί, καὶ τρόπον ἀναγεννήσεως, 
ὃν καὶ ἡμεῖς αὐτοὶ ἀνεγεννήθημεν, 
ἀναγεννῶνται: ἐπ᾽ ὀνόματος γὰρ τοῦ 
Πατρὸς τῶν ὅλων καὶ δεσπότου Θεοῦ 
καὶ τοῦ σωτῆρος ἡμῶν Ἰησοῦ Χρισ- 
τοῦ καὶ Πνεύματος ἁγίου τὸ ἐν τῷ 
ὕδατι τότε λουτρὸν ποιοῦνται. Καὶ 
γὰρ ὁ Χριστὸς εἶπεν' “Av μὴ ἡ ἀναγεν- 
νηθῆτε, οὐ μὴ εἰσελθητε εἰς τὴν βασι- 
λείαν τῶν ovpayov.—Justin Martyr, 
Apol. I. 56]. See also 8 66. 

> Potestatem regenerationis in Deum 
dans discipulis dicebat eis: Euntes do- 


cete omnes gentes, baptizantes eos in 
nomine Patris et Filii et Spiritus sancti. 
—Ireneus, III. c. xvii. § 1. 

4 Et quoniam in 1118 plasmatione, que 
secundum Adam fuit, in transgressione 
factus homo indigebat lavacro regene- 
rationis; postquam linivit lutam super 
oculos ejus, dixit ei: Vade in Siloam, 
et lavare; simul et plasmationem et 
eam, que est per lavacrum, regenera- 
tionem restituens ei. Et propter hoc 
lotus venit videns, ut et suum cognos- 
ceret plasmatorem, et disceret homo 
eum, qui donavit ei vitam.—V. c. xv. 
ἢ 3. 
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to Godward ;’’' whilst the very ceremony which these heretics 
thus substituted for Baptism, and the effects they ascribed to 
it, reflect light, as is usual in such cases, on the Sacrament 
itself, as understood by the Fathers and the Church. For 
they affirmed that this initiation of theirs, or ἀπολύτρωσιϑ 
“was necessary for those who had received perfect knowledge, 
in order that they might be regenerated unto that virtue or 
power which is above all; indeed, that without it, it would 
be impossible to enter the Pleroma, since it is that which con- 
ducts them to the depths of Bythus.”? But it is not to any 
mechanical properties of water that Irenzus ascribes these 
spiritual results, as the Socinian Catechism would intimate 
was the Catholic prejudice ; it would be strange if he did; 
but to the operation of the Holy Ghost, which, when con- 
nected with the washing of water by a mystical union, that 
derives all its virtue from God’s appointment, regenerates. 
“Our bodies,” says he, “receive that union which is to incor- 
ruption through the laver; our souls, through the Spirit ; 
wherefore both are necessary, since both avail to the life which 
is of God;”* the meaning being this, that the body is in- 
vested with a capacity for rising again, and becoming immortal 
together with the soul, by means of the Spirit operating upon 
it through the soul, the confederate of the body, in the laver 
of Baptism. | . 

Theophilus teaches the same doctrine of regeneration, 
though under a figure of his own, and it adds very greatly to 
the force of the evidence, by which it is shown that the 
doctrine itself was fully acknowledged and received in the 
Primitive Church, that it should be asserted under such a 
vast variety of forms. Thus Theophilus finds it in the very 
history of the creation : “ (od blessed the creatures,” says he, 
“that were made out of the waters,‘ for a token that men 
would receive repentance and remission of sins by water and 
the bath of regeneration ; even all those who come to the 


1 Els ἐξάρνησιν τοῦ βαπτίσματος, 


τῆς els Θεὸν dvayervnoews.—lreneus, 
Ἰ. c. xxi. 8]. 
3 Λέγουσι δὲ αὐτὴν ἀναγκαίαν εἶναι 


τοῖς τὴν τελείαν γνῶσιν εἴληφόσιν, 


ἵνα els τὴν ὑπὲρ πάντα δύναμιν ὦσιν 


ἀναγεγεννημένοι. Αλλως ἀδύνα- 
τον ἐντὸς Πληρώματος εἰσελθεῖν" 


ἐπειδὴ αὕτη ἐστὶν ἡ εἰς τὸ βάθος 


(τοῦ Βυθοῦ) κατάγουσα atrovs.—I. ὁ. 
χχὶ. 8 2. 

8 Corpora enim nostra per lavacrum 
illam, que est ad incorruptionem, uni- 
tatem acceperunt; anime autem per 
Spiritum. Unde et utraque necessaria, 
quum utraque proficiunt in vitam Dei. 
— ITI. c. xvii. § 2. 

4 Gen. i, 21, 22. 
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truth and are born again, and experience a blessing from 
God ;”! whereas the creatures made out of the earth he did 
not bless. And here I may repeat an observation which I 
have already had occasion to make more than once, that an 
application of this kind of a text to the illustration of a 
doctrine, which it is difficult to believe had any relation to it 
whatever, argues very strongly how thoroughly established in 
the Church that doctrine was, since it even found its way into 
the earliest commentators on Scripture in a manner which 
nothing but its universal prevalence could account for. Pro- 
bably the fact may have escaped the observation of many, 
that God is said to have blessed the creatures which the 
waters brought forth, and not to have blessed those which the 
earth did; but had it been noticed, the inference that the 
virtues of the Sacrament of Baptism were prophetically set 
forth in it, even before man himself, the subject of Baptism, 
was created, could never have presented itself to the mind of 
any one who had not assigned to Baptism a most prominent 
position in the Christian scheme. 

Clemens Alexandrinus is equally clear in his testimony, and, 
like those who have gone before him, often gives it additional 
effect by the unstudied way in which he supplies, and the 
unlooked-for quarters from which he draws it. Thus, in de- 
scribing the training to which Christ the Psedagogue submits 
the new convert, “ He seems to me,” says he, “ to form man 
of the dust ; to regenerate him by water; to make him grow 
by his Spirit ; to instruct him by his word ; directing him 
to adoption and salvation by his holy commandments; that 
transforming by his advent the earthly man into the heavenly, 
he might eminently fulfil that Divine expression, ‘Let us 
make man in our image, after our likeness.’”’* Again, when 
prescribing to females rules for the decoration of the person, 
Seth 1h UE av Sales’ μων ἀν δ home 84 Sbcesr abacus) merit: 
ὅπως ἢ καὶ τοῦτο els δεῖγμα τοῦ παιδαγωγῆσαι δὲ ῥήματι, els νἱοθεσίαν 
μέλλειν λαμβάνειν τοὺς ἀνθρώπους | καὶ σωτηρίαν, ἁγίαις ἐντολαῖς κατευ- 
μετανοίαν καὶ ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν διὰ θύνων, ἵνα δὴ τὸν γηγενῆ εἰς ἅγιον 
ὕδατος καὶ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας καὶ ἐπουράνιον μεταπλάσας ἐκ προ- 
πάντας τοὺς προσίοντας τῇ ἀληθείᾳ, βάσεως ἄνθρωπον, ἐκείνην τὴν θεϊκὴν 
καὶ ἀναγεννωμένους καὶ λαμβάνοντας ' μάλιστα πληρώσῃ φωνήν" Ποιήσωμεν 
εὐλογίαν παρὰ τοῦ Geov. —‘Theophi- ἄνθρωπον κατ᾽ εἰκόνα καὶ καθ᾽ ὁμοίω- 
lus, Ad Autol. II. § 16. ow npay.—Clem. Alex. Pedag, I. 


2 Gen. i. 24. c. xii. p. 156. 
® Kai μοι δοκεῖ αὐτὸς otros πλάσαι 
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and laying them under certain restrictions, Clemens betrays 
even here how completely the doctrine we are considering had 
possession of his mind. “Nor are these infatuated women,” 
says he, “ashamed to set all their affections on this bauble of 
an oyster shell ; whereas they have it in their power to adorn 
themselves with the holy stone, the Word of God, which 
Scripture somewhere calls a pearl, even the bright and pure 
Jesus, the eye in the flesh which is fixed on us, the trans- 
parent Word ; by whom the flesh is made precious, being re- 
generated in the water: for that shell, engendered in the 
water, encloses the flesh, and from that flesh the pearl is con- 
ceived.” ὁ Again, still more emphatically, “‘Call no man 
your father upon the earth,’? said the Lord ; ὦ. 6. do not ac- 
count him who sows you according to the fleshly seed, the 
author of your being, but rather the concurrent cause or 
minister of your birth. Accordingly he desires that we being 
converted; should again become as children, knowing him who 
is truly our Father ; regenerated by water, which is a sowing 
after another sort than the common.”* Moreover Clemens 
enters into many details with respect to this Sacrament, 
details analogous to those of the birth in the flesh; thus 
giving a peculiar propriety to the term regeneration, and 
rescuing it from being thought a mere figure of speech, which 
would bear no close interpretation ; details which, 1 may add 
in passing, our own Church shows that she does not flinch 
from, by adopting the terms Godfathers and Godmothers to 
designate the parties who promote the spiritual generation of. 
the infant, by taking for him the pledges, or engaging to re- 
mind him of them, or both. Thus, “this was the saying, 
‘Unless ye be converted, and become as little children,’ ὁ. 6. 
pure in body and holy in soul, by abstaining from all evfl 


' Kai οὐκ αἰσχύνονται αἱ κακοδαί-" 


μονες, περὶ ὄστριον ὀλίγον τοῦτο Τὴν 
πᾶσαν σπουδὴν πεποιημέναι" ἐξὸν ἁ ἁγίῳ 
κοσμεῖσθαι λίθῳ, τῷ Λόγῳ τοῦ Θεοῦ, 
ὃν Mapyapirny ἡ γραφὴ κέκληκέν που, 
τὸν διανγῆ καὶ καθαρὸν ᾿Ιησοῦν, τὸν 
ἐν σαρκὶ ἐπόπτην θαλμὸν, τὸν Λό- 
γον τὸν διαφανῆ" δι ὃν ἡ σὰρξ τιμία 
ὕδατι ἀναγεννωμένη" καὶ γὰρ τὸ ὄσ- 
τριον ἐκεῖνο ἐν ὕδατι γιγνόμενον περι- 
στέγει “τὴν σάρκα" ἐκ δὲ ταύτης ὁ 
μαργαρίτης ‘kvioxera.—Predag. 11. c. 
xi. p. 24]. 


3 Matt. xxiii. 9. 

3 Μὴ καλέσητε οὖν εὗμῖν ἐπὶ Τῆς 
γῆς πατέρα, φησίν" οἷον, μὴ αἴτιον 
ἡγήσησθε τὸν σπείραντα ὑμᾶς τὴν 
κατὰ σάρκα σπορὰν τῆς οὐσίας ὑμῶν, 
ἀλλὰ συναίτιον γενέσεως, μᾶλλον δὲ 
διάκονον γενέσεως" αὕτως οὖν ἐπι- 
στραφέντας ἡμᾶς αὖθις ὡς τὰ παιδία 
ενέσθαι βούλεται, τὸν ὄντως Πατέρα 
᾿ς ιγνόντας, δι᾽ ὕδατος ἀναγεννηθέντας, 
ἄλλης ταύτης οὔσης ἐν τῇ κτίσει 
oropas.—Stromat. 111. 6. xii. p. 551. 
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deeds ; whereby he shows.that he wislies us to be such as he 
begat us out of the womb of the water; for the one birth 
succeeding the other birth has for its object to advance us to 
immortality.” ! Moreover, on the natural birth of an infant, 
it was usual to give it milk and honey*; and accordingly in 
reference to the same food, says Clemens, “As soon as we are 
regenerated, we are nourished with the good tidings of the 


- hope of rest, even of the Jerusalem that is above; where, 


Scripture tells us, it rains milk and honey.”* And again, in 
a subsequent part of the same chapter, Clemens touches upon 
the same custom, and further enlarges on it in the mystical 
way which is usual with him; finding m the milk which 
mixes with water (the only liquid according to him which 
does so) ἃ parallel to the word which has a like affinity to 
Baptism, as in the honey which has the property of a cath- 
artic, a parallel to the effect of that Sacrament which purges 
away sin.‘ So that all the incidents of a birth are described 
as attaching to Baptism, as though the resemblance of the 
spiritual and the natural process was substantial. How 
entirely opposed is all this to the character of a theology 
which finds in Baptism nothing but an external rite, that 
announces a new convert; representing as it does so mani- 
festly the Holy Ghost as the active mover in it, and the 
cleansing from all sin as the blessed effect of it. Regenera- 
tion being thus connected with Baptism, it follows that the 
regenerated are those who are rightly baptized ; or, in other 
words, are the body of Christians. ‘“ We call those who are 
regenerated by the same Word, brethren.” ἢ 

Tertullian furnishes still further information on this Sacra- 


' Τοῦτο γὰρ ἦν τὸ εἰρημένον, Edy , ζόμενοι' ἐν ἣ μέλι καὶ γάλα ὀμβρεῖν 
μὴ στραφέντες γένησθε ὡς τὰ παιδία" | avayéypanra.—Clem. Alex. Predag. I. 
καθαροὶ μὲν τὴν σάρκα, ἅγιοι δὲ τὴν | 6. vi. p. 124. Compare also p. 128, note 3. 

χὴν, κατὰ ἀποχὴν κακῶν ἔργων, 4 Kal ἣν ὁ Λόγος ἔχει πρὸς τὸ βάπ- 

εἰκνύντες ὅτι τοιούτους ἡμᾶς εἶναι τισμα κοινωνίαν, ταύτην ἔχει τὸ γάλα 
βούλεται, οἵους καὶ γεγέννηκεν ἐκ τὴν συναλλαγὴν πρὸς τὸ ὕδωρ" δέχεται 
μήτρας ὕδατος" γένεσις γὰρ γένεσιν γὰρ μόνον τῶν ὑγρῶν τοῦτο καὶ τὴν 
διαδεχομένη κατὰ προκοπὴν ἀπαθανα- πρὸς τὸ ὕδωρ μίξιν, ἐπικάθαρσιν παρα- 
τίζειν BovrAerat.—Stromat. LV. § xxv. λαμβανόμενον" καθάπερ τὸ βάπτισμα 
pp. 636, 607. ᾿ ἐπὶ ἀφέσει ἁμαρτιῶν. Μίγνυνται δὲ καὶ 

3 Barnahas. § 6. ' I μέλιτι προσφνῶς, καὶ τοῦτο ἐπὶ καθαρ- 

8 Εὐθὺς δὲ ἀναγεννηθέντες τετιμή- oes πάλιν μετὰ γλυκείας τῆς τροφῆς.--- 
μεθα (Ι!. τιθηνούμεθα, repeating this | Prdag. I. 6. vi. p. 128. 
word from the sentence immediately ὃ “He καὶ ἀδελφοὺς τοὺς τῷ αὐτῷ 
preceding) τῆς ἀναπαύσεως τὴν ἐλ- Λόγῳ ἀναγεννηθέντας προσαγορεύομεν. 
πίδα, τὴν ἄνω “Ἱερουσαλὴμ εὐαγγελι- ---διτοτηδι. 11. 8 ix. p. 450. 
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ment ; and so far is he from depressing it, that references 
to it abound throughout his works, to say nothing of the 
treatise which he expressly writes on it. He, too, finds in it 
the new birth “Blessed are ye ~whom the grace of God 
awaits, as ye come up out of that most sacred laver of the 
new birth, and stretch out your firstling hands to your mother 
Church with your brethren.”'’ Again, “ When the soul attains 
unto the faith, fashioned anew by a second nativity of water 
and the virtue from above, the veil of former corruption is 
drawn aside, and it beholds the perfect light. And in ‘this 
birth it is received by the Holy Spirit, as in the former birth 
it was received by the spirit of evil.”* There is a remarkable 
passage in the treatise against Marcion, which brings together 
the several aspects in which Baptism was contemplated by the 
early Church ; and it is impossible to conceive anything more 
adverse than it is to the Socinian views of this Sacrament 
throughout. Tertullian is objecting to Marcion the various 
obstacles which opposed themselves to the theory of two Gods 
—the one God, the original Creator, of a mixed character— 
the other not known till Christ revealed him, a God of pure 
goodness or mercy. “There can be no sacrament of faith,” 
says he, “in this latter ; for to what purpose is Baptism unto 
him enjoined? If it is the remission of sins, how shall he 
be thought to remit sins, who is not thought to retain them, 
for he would retain them, if he judged them. [If it is absolu- 
tion from death, how should he loose from death, who hath 
never bound unto death? For he would have bound, if he 
had condemned from the beginning. [If it is the regeneration 
of man, how does he regenerate, who hath never generated ? 
For the repetition of an act cannot be predicated of him who 
hath never done the act at all. If it is the procurement of 
the Holy Spirit, how will he add the Spirit who did not in 
the first instance contribute the soul? For the soul is, as it 
were, the substratum of.the Spirit.”* We have here, no 


' Igitur benedicti quos gratia Dei ex-| tionis pristine aulseo totam lucem suam 
pectat, cum de illo sanctissimo lavacro|conspicit. Excipitur etiam a Spirita 
novi natalis ascenditis, et primas manus | sancto, sicut in pristinA nativitate a spi- 
apud Matrem cum fratribus aperitis.— | ritu profano.—De Anima, c. xli. 
Tertullian, De Baptismo, c. xx. 8 Jam nec ipsum fidei ejus sacra- 

* Proinde cum ad fidem pervenit re-| mentum. Cui enim rei baptisma quo- 
formata per secundam nativitatem ex| que apud eum exigitur? Si remissio 
aqua et superné virtute, detracto corrup-| delictorum est, quomodo videbitur de- 
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doubt, all the aspects in which Baptism was regarded; and 
what is remarkable, and gives great force to the passage, is 
this, that it is not intended by Tertullian to be exponential of 
Baptism ; but all these acknowledged features of Baptism are 
touched on, and severally laid under contribution for the pur- 
pose of refuting a theory of Marcion’s, which had no direct 
reference to Baptism. I certainly cannot see how Socinian 
notions of this Sacrament could have possibly established 
themselves, had the study of the Fathers been habitually 
pursued, and that weight been attached to their testimony on 
such a subject, which can hardly be denied to persons who 
lived so very soon after Jesus had uttered the command, 
“Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in 
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost.”” And I do think that they take upon themselves 
a deep responsibility who discourage the reading of these 
authors; and that at their door may be laid much of the 
Socinian heresy, which, under a modified form, has affected, 
and still does affect, the opinions of Churchmen, even of 
those who in the abstract would be shocked at the idea of 
being partakers with that sect. In further pursuance of this 
idea of regeneration in Baptism, or of the life engendered in 
that Sacrament out of the state of death which preceded it, 
might be quoted such other passages from Tertullian as the 
following. “And God said, Let the waters bring forth 
abundantly the moving creature that hath life,”’' on which 
observés Tertullian, “This element was in the first instance 
commanded to bring forth whatever had life, in order that it 
might not seem strange if water in Baptism should be found 
to give life.”* Blessed Sacrament,” he again exclaims, in 
the same treatise, “of this water of ours, by which being 
washed from the offences of pristine blindness, we are lzbe- 


rated unto life eternal.”* And again, when extolling the 


licta dimittere, qui non videbitur reti- | tribuet, qui animam non prius contulit? 
nere? quia retineret, si judicaret. 851 quia suffectura est quodammodo Spiri- 
absolutio mortis est, quomodo absol-| tus anima.—Adversus Marcionem, I. c. 
veret a morte, qui non devinxit ad mor- | xxviii. 

tem ? devinxisset enim, si a primordio| ! Gen. i. 24. 

damnasset. Siregeneratio est hominis,| * Primis aquis preeceptum est animes 
quomodo regenerat qui non generavit 3] proferre. Primus liquor quod viveret edi- 
Iteratio enim non competit ei a quo quid | dit, ne mirum sit in Baptismo, si aque 
nec semel factum est. Si consecutio est | animare noverunt.—De Baptismo, c. iii. 
Spiritus sancti, quomodo Spiritum at-| ὃ. Felix sacramentum aque nostre qua 
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merits of martyrdom, which he regards as a Baptism of blood, 
he concludes, “ For it is peculiar to the martyr, that nothing 
can be imputed to him, seeing that he puts off life im the very 
laver,” ' which implies that so life-giving is Baptism, that he 
who dies on the act, no subsequent interval ensuing during 
which its virtues might be neutralized by sin, would at once 
find himself in a blessed immortality. Nay, more, in reply 
to an objection conceived very much in the spirit of the clause 
of the Racovian Catechism prefixed to these remarks on Bap- 
tism, the objection that it is a thing incredible for eternal life 
to be obtained by our being let down into the water, dipped 
whilst a few words are said, and raised out of it again, 
apparently little or not at all more clean, Tertullian asserts 
that nothing so much hardens men’s hearts as the simplicity 
which appears in the act of God’s operations, and the mag- 
nificence, under his guarantee, of the effect. ‘“ Miserable 
unbelief,” he then exclaims, “which denies to God his own 
attributes, simplicity and power. Why, no doubt, it is a 
wonder that death should be washed away by the laver !”? 
Not that he would ascribe such vast results to “a gross 
elemental thing like water,’ as the Catechism expresses it, 
but that the Holy Spirit, having moved on the water at the 
first, in anticipation of its future field of action—all water 
receiving from this its original prerogative, the mystery of 
sanctification, when God has been invoked on it—descending 
from heaven rests on it and sanctifies it, and being thus 
sanctified, it at the same time imbibes the power of impart- 
ing sanctification.* Wherefore, in further token that Ter- 
tullian assigns the efficacy, not to the element but to the 
Sacrament, he designates the water which the heathens used 
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abluti delictis pristine cecitatis, in vitam 
seternam liberamur.—De Baptismo, c. i. 

! Proprie enim martyribus nihil jam 
reputari potest, quibus in lavacro ipsa 


resurgit, eo incredibilis existimetar con- 
secutio eternitatis . . . Pro! misera in- 
credulitas, que denegas Deo proprietates 
suas, simplicitatem et potestatem. Quid 


(1. ipso) vita deponitur.—Scorpiace, 6. vi. 

2 Nihil adeo est quod tam obduret 
mentes hominum, quam simplicitas di- 
vinorum operum quee in actu videtur, 
et magnificentia que in effectu repro- 
mittitur: ut hic quoque, quoniam tanté 
simplicitate sine pompé, sine apparatu 
novo aliquo, denique sine sumptu homo 
in aqué demissus, et inter pauca verba 
tinctus, non multo vel nihilo mundior 


ergo? nonne mirandum et lavacro dilui 
mortem ?—De Baptismo, c. ii. 

8 Sed ea satis erit preecerpsisse, in qui- 
bus et ratio Baptismi recognoscitur pri- 
ma illa, que jam tuno etiam ipso habita 
preenotabatur ad Baptismi figuram, Dei 
Spiritum, qui ab initio supervectabatur, 
super aquas intinctorum moraturum.— 
c. iv. 


FF 2 


436 REGENERATION IN BAPTISM ASSERTED (Sentes ΤΙ. 


in their rites of initiation, “ aque vidue.’’' He would have 
expressed himself (as would other of the Fathers when speak- 
ing on the same subject) more correctly, had. he represented 
the Holy Ghost as descending on the recipients in their use 
of the Sacrament, rather than on the element. It is probable, 
however, and so Dr. Waterland thinks,’ that they were all 
right in the main thing, “It being all one with them to say, 
in a confused general way, either that the Holy Ghost sancti- 
fied the receivers in the use of the outward symbols, or that 
he sanctified the symbols to their use ;” and our own Church 
seems to recognise the other way of expressing the meaning, 
when she says, “Sanctify this water to the mystical washing 
away of sin.” 
Origen ascribes the same importance to Baptism, and speaks 
of it in the same terms. “Let us bear in mind,” says he, in 
his “ Exhortatio ad Martyrium,” “ of what sins we have been 
guilty, and that we cannot receive remission of sins without 
Baptism ; and that it is not possible, according to the laws 
of the Gospel, to be a second time baptized for the remission 
-of sins, with water and the Spirit; and that to us is given 
the Baptism of martyrdom,”* the argument being that martyr- 
dom would replace the baptized party who had contracted sins 
since his Baptism in the same position which Baptism had 
left him in, namely, absolved from sin. Again, in the “De 
Principiis,’” when speaking of several ways in which the 
Spirit is given, he sets Baptism in the foremost place.* And 
again, the necessity of Baptism being administered in the name 
of the undivided Trinity is thus expressed in the same treatise, 
“Tt seems right to inquire what is the reason why he who is 
regenerated by God unto salvation had need of the Father, 
and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost, and will not receive 
salvation unless this undivided Trinity be there; and why it 
is not possible that he should be partaker of the Father and of 


' De Baptismo, 6. v. ἁμαρτημάτων' καὶ ὅτι βάπτισμα ἡμῖν 
3 Waterland, Review of the Doctrine [δίδοται τὸ τοῦ μαρτυρίον. --- Origen, 
of the Eucharist, ch. v. Works, vol. vii. | Exhortatio δὰ Martyrium, § 80. 


p. 94, Oxf. Ed. ᾿ “Qui spiritus siquidem divine na- 
8 “γπομνησθῶμεν δὲ καὶ ὧν ἡμαρτή- | ture, id est Spiritus sanctus intelli- 
καμεν' καὶ ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι ἄφεσιν a gendus est, sentiemus hoc dictum de 


pila χωρὶς βαπτίσματος λαβεῖν" | dono Spiritus sancti: quod, sive per 
ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι δυνατὸν κατὰ τοὺς | Baptismum, ete.—De Principiis, IT. ce. 
εὐαγγελικοὺς νόμους αὖθις βαπτίσασ- |x. § 7. 

θαι ὕδατι καὶ Πνεύματι εἰς ἄφεσιν : 
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the Son, without the Holy Ghost.”’ And once more, in the 
comment on the Song of Solomon, “The season for pruning 
is come by faith in my passion and resurrection, for sins are 
pruned and cut away from men, when remission of sins is 
given in Baptism ;”’ or, as the Greek has it (for the Greek of 
the last clause has been preserved), “the season of pruning 
and putting away sins is by the laver of regeneration,” ? 
which is even more to my purpose than the Latin of Rufinus, 
whose translation, therefore, in the previous quotation from 
the “ De Principiis” is the less liable to suspicion, inasmuch 
as the purport of it is confirmed by this fragment still ex- 
isting in the original language. 

Hippolytus happens to be more than usually explicit in the 
declaration of his sentiments on this question—the manifesta- 
tion of the Godhead of Jesus at his Baptism, which is the 
subject of one of his dissertations, leading him to speak of it 
at some length. “The Father of Immortality,” says he, “sent 
his Immortal Son and Word into the world, who, coming 
amongst men to wash them with water and the Spvrrit, and 
begetting them again to immortality of soul and body, breathed 
into us the breath of life, clothing us with an immortal panoply. 
If, therefore, man is made immortal, he will be God.’ If 
he is made God through water and the Holy Ghost after 
regeneration of the laver, he is found to be fellow-heir with 
Christ after his resurrection from the dead. Wherefore I make 
proclamation and say, Come all ye families of the earth to the 
immortality of Baptism. I bring good tidings of life to you 
who dwell in the darkness of ignorance. Come out of slavery 
to freedom ; out of tyranny to a kingdom ; out of corrup- 
tion to incorruption. And how shall we come? it is said. 
By water and the Holy Spirit. This is the water in com- 
munion with the Spirit by which Paradise is watered, the 
earth enriched, the plants are nourished, animals are generated, 
and in a word man is born again and quickened, in which 


' Rectum tamen videtur inquirere quid 
cause sit, quod qui regenerator per Deum 
in salutem, opus habet et Patre et Filio 
et Spiritu sancto, non percepturus salu- 
tem nisi sit integra Trinitas: nec pos- 
sibile sit participem fieri Patris vel Filii 
sine Spiritu sancto.—Origen, De Prin- 
cipiis, I. c. iii. § 5. 

3 Sed et putationis tempus per fidem 


mes passionis et resurrectionis adve- 
nit. Amputantur enim et exsecantur 
ab hominibus peccata, cum in Baptis- 
mo donatur remissio peccatorum. But 
in the Greek we have, καιρὸς δὲ πάλιν 
καὶ τῆς τῶν ἁμαρτημάτων ἐκκοπῆς καὶ 
ἀφέσεως διὰ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας. 
—In Cantic. Canticor. vol. iil. p. 88. 
32 Pet. i. 4. 


438 REGENERATION IN BAPTISM {Serres II. 


Christ was baptized, on which the Spirit descended in the 
form of a dove.”' Again, the old prophets declared, through 
the Spirit, things to come. “ Accordingly-they proclaimed 
the advent of God in the flesh; his advent by means of a 
birth, growth, conversation among men, and life, from the 
undefiled and God-bearing Mary ; and his demonstration by 
Baptism, that there was to be a new birth for all men, through 
the laver of regeneration.’”* 

Cyprian furnishes such a profusion of evidence for the 
dignity of the Sacrament of Baptism, to the same effect as 
I have already adduced from Fathers before him, that it is 
impossible to collect all or half of it within the limits I pre- 
scribe myself. ‘“ Baptism is a second and spiritual birth 
whereby we are born: in Christ by the laver of regenera- 
tion ... The water alone cannot wash away sins and sanctify 
the man, unless it has the Holy Spirit. ... That is Baptism, 
according to the Apostle, wherein the old man dies, and the 
new man is born, for he says, By the washing of regenera- 


tion he saved us.”* Again, “ All, indeed, who come to the 


'*O τῆς ἀθανασίας Πατὴρ τὸν 
ἀθάνατον Ὑἱὸν καὶ Λόγον ἀπέστειλεν 
els τὸν κόσμον. °Os ἀφικόμενος els 
τὸν ἄνθρωπον, λούσασθαι ὕδατι καὶ 
Πνεύματι, καὶ ἀναγεννήσας πρὸς ἀφ- 
θαρσίαν ψυχῆς τε καὶ σώματος, ἐνεφύ- 
σησεν ἡμῖν πνεῦμα ζωῆς, περιαμφιάσας 
ἡμᾶς ἀφθάρτῳ πανοπλίᾳ. El οὖν ἀθά- 
νατος γέγονεν ὁ ἄνθρωπος, ἔσται καὶ 
Θεός. El δὲ Θεὸς δι᾽ ὕδατος καὶ 
Πνεύματος ἁγίον μετὰ τὴν τῆς κολυμ- 
βήθρας ἀναγέννησιν γίνεται, εὑρίσκεται 
καὶ σνγκληρονόμος Χριστοῦ μετὰ τὴν 
ἐκ νεκρῶν ἀνάστασιν. Διὸ κηρύοσσω 
λέγων, δεῦτε πᾶσαι ail πατριαὶ τῶν 
ἐθνῶν ἐπὶ τὴν τοῦ βαπτίσματος ἀθα- 
νασίαν. Ζωὴν ὑμῖν εὐαγγελίζομαι, τοῖς 
ἐν τῷ ζόφῳ τῆς ἀγνωσίας ἐνδιατρί- 
βουσιν. Δεῦτε εἰς Ἰκευθερίαν ἐκ δου- 
λείας, εἰς βασιλείαν ἐκ τυραννίδος, εἷς 
ἀφθαρσίαν ἐκ τῆς φθορᾶς. Καὶ πῶς, 
φησιν, ἐλευσόμεθα; πῶς; δι᾽ ὕδατος 
καὶ ἁγίου Ivevparos. Τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν 
τὸ ὕδωρ τὸ Πνεύματι κοινωνοῦν δι᾿ οὗ 
παράδεισος ποτίζεται, δ᾽ οὗ ἡ γῇ 
πιαίνεται, δι᾽ οὗ φυτὸν αὔξει, de 
ζῶα τεκνογονεῖ, καὶ ἵνα πάντα συνελὼν 
εἴπω, δι’ οὗ ἀναγεννώμενος ζωογονεῖται 
ἄνθρωπος, ἐν ᾧ καὶ ὁ Χριστὸς ἐβαπ- 
τίσατο, ἐν ᾧ καὶ τὸ Πνεῦμα κατήρχετο 


ἐν εἴδει meprorepas.—Hippolytus, Ho- 
1}}}}8 in Theophania, § viii. 

3 Διὸ δὴ καὶ τὴν τοῦ Θεοῦ διὰ 
σαρκὸς ἐπιδημίαν τῷ κόσμῳ κηρύξ- 
αντες, τὴν ἐκ τῆς παναχράντου καὶ 
θεοτόκου Μαρίας, γεννήσεώς τε καὶ 
αὐξήσεως, καὶ τῆς μετὰ ἀνθρώπων 
ἀναστροφῆς καὶ βιώσεως, καὶ τὴν διὰ 
βαπτίσματος ἀνάδειξιν αὐτοῦ, καὶ 
πᾶσιν ἀνθρώποις γενησομένην ἀναγέν- 
νησιν, διὰ λουτροῦ παλιγγενεσίας. --- 
De Consummatione Mundi οἱ Ant- 
christo, § i. 

Jewel accounts this treatise clearly 
spurious (the view of Antichrist, per- 
haps, not serving the ultra-reformers). 
Bishop Bull, on the other hand, ac- 
counts it genuine, and replies to the ar- 
guments of its impugners. Def. Fid. 
Nic. Sect. 3. 6. viii. § 4. There are some 
expressions in it, certainly, with which 
later times became much more familiar, 
as θεοτόκος, § i. and μοναχοί, § Vii. 
That the former expression, however, 
was in use long before the Nestorian 
controversy is certain. 

8 Nativitas secunda spiritalis sit, αὐ 
in Christo per lavacrum regenerationis 
nascimur .. .. Peccata purgare et ho- 
minem sanctificare aqua sola non potest, 
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Divine laver, in the sanctification of Baptism, put off there the 
old man by the grace of that laver unto life; and being re- 
newed by the Holy Spirit are purged from the defilement of 
original sin by this second birth. But the sanctity and truth 
of this second birth appertains still more to you, in whom the 
lusts of the flesh and of the body are now no more.”! And 
again, in the same treatise, he speaks of “ Our members, which 
are the temple of God, being purged from all filth of original 
sin by the sanctification of the vital laver.”* Once more, 
“ Whilst I was lying in darkness and blind night, and floating 
on the unstable sea of this world, ignorant of my life, and a 
stranger to truth and light, I thought (such at that time were 
my habits) that the merciful promise of God touching my sal- 
vation would be altogether hard to be accomplished, namely, 
that one should be born again: that quickened unto new life 
by the laver of the bath of salvation, one might put off what 
one was before, and whilst the frame of the body remained the 
same, the man might be changed in spirit and in mind. How 
is so great a change possible, said I,”* &c., with much more to 
the same purpose equally strong. “By the generation of Bap- 
tism we are made children of God,”’ “an elect people of God.”* 
Baptism is the beginning and “ origin of all faith, the salutary 


entrance to the hope of life eternal.”’® 
Such is the character which the early Fathers assign to the 


nisi habeat et Spiritam sanctum.—Cy- 
prian, Ep. lxxiv. § 5.—Baptisma enim 
esse in quo homo vetus moritur et no- 
vus nascitur manifestat et probat beatus 
Apostolus dicens: “Servavit nos per 
lavacrum regenerationis.”——§ 6. 

1 Omnes quidem qui ad divinum la- 
vacrum Baptismi sanctificatione perve- 
niunt, hominem illic veterem gratia la- 
vacri salutaris exponunt, et innovati 
Spiritu sancto, a sordibus contagionis 
antique iteratA nativitate purgantur. 
Sed nativitatis iterate: vobis major sanc- 
titas et veritas competit, quibus desideria 
jam carnis et corporis nulla sunt. —De 
Habitu Virginum, § xxiii. 

2 Scientes quod templa Dei sint mem- 
bra nostra, ab omni fece contagionis 
antique lavacri vitalis sanctificatione 
purgata.—-s ii. 

3 Ego cum in tenebris atque in nocte 
ceecA jacerem, cumque in salo jactantis 


seculi nutabundus ac dubius vestigiis 
oberrantibus fluctuarem, vite mes nes- 
cius, veritatis ao lucis alienus, difficile 
prorsus ac durum pro illis tunc moribus 
opinabar quod in salutem mihi divina 
indulgentia pollicebatur, ut quis renasci 
denuo posset, utque, in novam vitam Ja- 
vacro aque salutaris animatus, quod 
prius fuerat exponeret, et corporis licet 
manente compage hominem animo ac 
mente mutaret. Qui possibilis, aiebam, 
est tanta conversio, etc.— Cyprian, Ep. 
i. § 3. 

* Prenuntiavit illic per prophetam 
Deus quod apud gentes in locis que in- 
aquosa prius fuissent, flumina postmo- 
dum redundarent et electum genus Dei, 
id est per generationem Baptismi filios 
Dei factos, adaquarent.—Ep. Ixiii. § 8. 

δ᾽ Cum inde incipiat omnis fidei origo, 
et ad spem vite eterns salutaris in- 
gressio.—Ep. Ixxiii. § 12. 
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Sacrament of Baptism; such are the effects, which according 
to them flow from it, when nothing interferes to abate its 
natural force: and this is evident, because whilst they designate 
it and describe its office in the emphatic terms we have seen 
they do, they still contemplate it in relation to infants amongst 
others. In them, therefore, it must operate of its own in- 
trinsic virtue : they are passive recipients of the rite; as they 
were of the evil nature which renders the administration of it 
in their case necessary. You will remember that Justin 
Martyr speaks of persons of 60 and 70 years of age, of his 
own time, who had been disciples of Christ from their child- 
hood; that Irenzeus tells of the Saviour having “come to 
save all men by himself, all, that is, who by him are born 
again to God, infants, children, boys, youths, and elder men:’’? 
that Clemens Alexandrinus talks of “the children that are 
drawn up out of the water ”° in a passage certainly alluding to 
Baptism: that Cyprian is quite express on the duty of baptiz- 
ing infants, having written a letter* on the very subject ; 
indeed, the question to which the letter is a reply is not, 
whether Baptism ought to be administered to infants, but 
whether it ought to be administered before the eighth day 
after the birth, and this he decides in the affirmative: that an 
Apostolical Constitution runs thus, “Baptize too even your 
infants, and bring them up in the nurture and admonition of 
the Lord, for he saith, Suffer the children to come unto me.” § 

In order, however, to protect the Fathers from misconstruc- 
tion, and from the imputation often alleged against them by 
those who know little of their spirit, that the mere opus 
operatum was all they looked to in Baptism ; and that such 
formalists were they, that in all cases they rested the efficacy 
of the Sacrament in the mere act and administration ; I 
would remind you of the solemn obligations they considered 
it to lay the parties under, when they were of an age capable 
of understanding them ; and even of the excessive stringency 
with which in one particular they drew those obligations 
tight. These obligations were in abeyance only during child- 


' Ot ἐκ παίδων ἐμαθητεύθησαν τῷ] § Βαπτίζετε δὲ ὑμῶν καὶ τὰ νήπια, 
Xpiorg.—Justin Martyr, Apol. 1. § 10, καὶ ἐκτρέφετε αὐτὰ ἐν παιδείᾳ καὶ 

2 Irenzus, II. 6. xxii. § 4. νουθεσίᾳ Θεοῦ. “Agere γὰρ, φησὶ, τὰ 

8 Clem. Alex. Peedag. Ill. c. xi. p.| παιδία ἔρχεσθαι πρός pe.—Constitut. 
289. + Ep. lix. Apost. VL. c. xv. . 
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hood. The sponsors of the child (for sponsors he had),' de- 
volved them all upon him, when his years and understanding 
allowed him to be aware of his debt ; the child then succeed- 
ing to the position of one, who was baptized in his maturer 
age. Now only bear in mind the precautions by which the 
Church—as the Fathers represent it, themselves concurring 
in the propriety of such measures—protected the approach of 
adults to Baptism: the anxiety she evinced according to them, 
to impress them with the idea of the weight of personal ob- 
ligation they were about to incur by participation in that 
Sacrament. I had occasion to investigate the particulars of 
the process in a previous Lecture?; and I shall content 
myself, therefore, with simply reminding you, that they had to 
gu through repeated stages of probation, first as “auditores,” 
then as “ catechumeni ; ” the whole period occupying several 
years: that during this novitiate, confessions and promises 
were exacted of them, to be again repeated when they were 
to be actually baptized ; and considered to form so integral a 
part of Baptism that the Sacrament itself is sometimes ¢alled 
Gporoyia*—confessions of faith, promises of obedience to 
Christ’s laws: that these confessions and promises were to be 
binding on them for life; Baptism, so far from having done 
its office when the rite was completed, having but then begun 
it. It was the habit of the Christians to keep themselves 
true to their profession, by calling to each other's recollection 
from time to time the pledges they had given for their good 
behaviour on this momentous occasion, as well as at the other 
of the Eucharist. ‘We are ever after reminding each other 
of these things,” * is the emphatic language of Justin Martyr, 
when he had described the particulars of the administration of 
Baptism and of the Eucharist in detail. And Tertullian puts 
the case very vividly by representing baptized persons as 
fishes, the enigmatical name of Christ (ty@vs) impressed on 
Christians, “fishes born in the water, which are only safe 
whilst they continue in the water.” * And Clemens extends 


! Tertullian, De Baptismo, ὁ. xviii. δ Sed nos pisciculi secundum ἰχθὺν 
3 Lecture III. Second Series. nostrum Jesum Christum in aqua nas- 
8 Clem. Alex. Stromat, V. καὶ xi. p.689. | cimur, nec aliter quam in aqué perma- 
*‘*Hyeis δὲ μετὰ ταῦτα λοιπὸν ded| nendo salvi sumus.— Tertullian, De 
τούτων ἀλλήλους ἀναμιμνήσκομεν. --- | Baptismo, c. i. 
Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 67. 
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the figure and is not satisfied even with their being in the sea, 
unless they imbibe and appropriate its “salt ;” alleging that 
in this respect the salt-water fish are faulty, because though 
living in brine from their birth, when cooked they have no 
savour in themselves." Tertullian considers that by forfeiting 
the confessions and promises made at Baptism, we forfeit 
Baptism.” And nothing is more common in the practical 
treatises of the Fathers, than to find appeals to Christians to 
act up to their Baptismal vows. It is quite in the spirit of 
these early authors that our own Church acts, when in the 
Service for the Visitation of the Sick she urges the sufferer, 
‘not merely in general terms, to call up his self-accusing 
thoughts, but to do this “by remembering the profession 
which he made to God at his Baptism,” and the more to en- 
courage him to do this, she continues, “Therefore I shall 
rehearse unto you the articles of your faith,” ὅς. Thus Ter- 
tullian, when pressing upon Christians the duty of habitually 
abstaining from the heathen spectacles, has at once recourse 
to this argument. “I will advert,” says he, “to the obliga- 
tions our seal imposes. When we enter the water, we profess 
our belief in the words of the Christian law ; and we witness 
with our mouths that we have renounced the devil, his pomps, 
and his angels .... Now if it is apparent that the whole 
apparatus of the spectacles consists of idolatry, undoubtedly 
it must be already determined that the testimony of our 
renunciation in the laver appertains to these spectacles.” * 
Again, when addressing the martyrs, “ We were enlisted” (80 
he reminds them), “in the service of the living God, when 
we made our responses at the Sacrament.’”’* Again, when de- 
nouncing various forms of idolatry in which Christians were 
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' Eliot τινες τῶν καὶ τοῦ A 
ΓᾺΡ ie τοῖς ἰχθύσι τοῖς Po 
σίοις ἐοικότες, of δὴ ἐν ἅλμῃ ἐκ 
γενετῆς τρεφόμενοι, ἁλῶν ὅμως πρὸς 
τὴν oxevaciay Séovras.—Clem. Alex. 
Stromat. 1. § vii. p. 340. 

2 Ceterum nonne ejeramus et re- 
scindimus signaculum, rescindendo tes- 
tationem ejus ?—Tertullian, De Spec. 
taculis, c. xxiv. 

8 Ad principalem auctoritatem con- 
vertar ipsius signaculi nostri. Cum 
aquam ingressi Christianam fidem in 


legis suse verba profitemur, renuntiasse 
nos diabolo et pompa et angelis ejus 
ore nostro contestamur ... . Igitur si 
ex idololatrié universam orum 
paraturam constare constiterit, indubi- 
tate prejudicatum erit etiam ad spec- 
tacula pertinere renuntiationis nostre 
testimonium in lavacro.—Tertallian, De 
Spectaculis, c. iv. 

4 Vocati sumus ad militiam Dei vivi 
jam tunc, cum in sacramenti verba re- 
spondimus.—Ad Martyres, c. ii. 
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apt to get indirectly implicated—as for instance in the manu- 
facture of idols, as carvers or sculptors—he once more presses 
the same consideration ; and contends that they who fashion 
these images which are for the devil’s service cannot be said 
to have renownced the devil’; the habitual influence which 
Baptism must have upon the life in order to be availing, 
forming quite a feature of patristic teaching, which speaks far 
more objectively than modern schools of theology have been 
disposed to do, and thereby produces a practical impression 
on the mind, which general exhortation without any such de- 
finite reference cannot do. But there is another consideration 
which proves in a still more undeniable manner how far the 
Fathers were from regarding Baptism as a mere opus opera- 
tum—a consideration which shows that their bias was quite 
in another direction; and, as I said, that they were disposed 
to regard its obligations as peremptory to a very alarming 
degree. For it was a notion entertained by several of them, 
that not more than one heinous sin (if even one) after Baptism 
could obtain pardon; a notion, which they seem to have 
formed on Hebrews x. 26, 27,? or on the other still more fre- 
quently quoted text to the same effect, Hebrews vi. 4, 5, 6° ; 
so rigorous a fulfilment of the vows of Baptism during the 
whole subsequent life did they exact. And though some may 
be disposed to mitigate the harshness of this decree by sup- 
posing that they spoke of one public act of absolution by the 
Church when they spoke of one pardon; and that they were 
only declaring the impossibility of the Church encouraging a 
system of sinning and repenting, by frequent condonations, to 
the hardening of men’s hearts—a view of the subject, which 
the language of Tertullian * very strongly confirms, as well as 


1 Quomodo enim renuntiavimus dia- 
bolo et angelis ejus, si eos facimus ?— 
De Idololatria, c. vi. 

2«“¥For if we sin wilfully after that 
we have received the knowledge of the 
truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice 
for sins, but a certain fearful looking 
for of judgment, and fiery indignation 
which shall devour the adversaries.”— 
See Clem. Alex. Stromat. II. § xiii. p. 
459. 

3 «For it is impossible for those who 
were Once enlightened, and have tasted 
of the heavenly gift, and were made 


partakers of the Holy Ghost, and have 
tasted the good Word of God, and the 
powers of the world to come, if they 
shall fall away, to renew them again 
unto repentance.” 

4 Hujus igitur peenitentie secunde et 
unius, quanto in arcto negotium est, 
tanto operosior probatio, ut non sola 
conscientid proferatur, sed aliquo etiam 
actu administretur. Is actus, qui magis 
Greco vocabulo exprimitur et frequen- 
tatur, exomologesis est, qué delictum 
Domino nostrum confitemur; non qui- 
dem ut ignaro, sed quatenus satisfactio 
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that of Socrates," quoted by Bishop Bull—still in any case 
the Fathers are proved to have contemplated Baptism in its 
future obligations with the utmost severity ; to have been 
as far as possible from confining their notion of it to its posi- 
tive and present grace; and to have been utterly indisposed 
to relax moral duties, by elevating the dignity of the Sacra- 
nent, 


confessione disponitur, confessione pe- | hal, τῆς κοινωνίας τῶν θείων μυστηρίων 
nitentia nascitur, poenitentiad Deus τηϊῦ.- ἀξιοῦσθαι’. ἀλλ᾽ ἐπὶ peravoiay pep 
gatur. Itaque exomologesis. proster-|avrovs mporpémew ἐλπίδα δὲ τῆς 
nendi et humilificandi hominis disci-|d@éceas μὴ παρὰ τῶν ἱερέων, ἀλλὰ 
plina est... . sacco et cineri incubare παρὰ τοῦ Θεοῦ ἐκδέχεσθαι, τοῦ δυνα- 
. . presbyteris advolvi et caris Dei μένου καὶ ἐξουσίαν ἔχοντος συγχωρεῖν 
adgeniculari, omnibus fratribus lega- apaprjpara.—Socrates, Eccles. Hist. I. 
tiones deprecationis sue injungere.— } 6. 10. 
Tertullian, De Poonitentid, c. ix. This is represented in Socrates as ἃ 
"Ὡς doa οὐ χρὴ τοὺς μετὰ rd|tenet of the Novatiani, asserted by 
βάπτισμα ἡμαρτηκότας ἁμαρτίαν, ἣν Acesius, one of their Bishops.—See 
πρὸς θάνατον καλοῦσιν αἱ θεῖαι ypa- | Bull, Def. Fid. Nic. Sec. 1, 6. ii, § 4. 
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LECTURE XII. 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Socinian scheme. 5°. On the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. Statement of the Racovian Catechism. 
Sentiments of the Fathers. The Eucharist contemplated by them, first as a 
sacrifice, not material (except as including an oblation of the fruits of the earth), 
but commemorative of the sacrifice of Christ; and secondly, as the spiritual 
food of his Body and Blood. Their testimony unfavourable to the Romish as 
well as to the Socinian views. The benefit not ascribed to the opus operatum, 
but represented as dependent on the fitness of the recipient. Strictness in this 
particular. 

§ 5. 


On the Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper. 


HE Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper is estimated as lowly 
as that of Baptism by the Socinians. They represent it 
as ἃ mere commemoration of the death of Christ, the most 
signal of his acts: and not possessing any virtue in itself to 
serve us; whatever benefits we receive from Christ being 
independent of it, and enjoyed by us already’; a doctrine, in 
both its features different from that of our Church, which 
maintains that the Lord’s Supper is a continual remembrance 
of the sacrifice of the death of Christ ; and that in it our 
souls are strengthened and refreshed by the body and blood of 
Christ. Let us see, then, on which side are the Fathers. 
Now, whatever difficulty there may be in fixing with pre- 
cision the notion of the Eucharist entertained by the Fathers, 
and reducing the numberless passages in which they speak of 
it to a perfect whole; this may be safely affirmed, that the 
entire current of their testimony is as much opposed to the 
Socinian Catechism as it is possible to imagine testimony to 
be: it sets quite in another direction. Bearing the Socinian 
theory in mind, let any man contemplate the following passages 
of the Fathers, and consider for himself whether they are not 
altogether conceived in a different spirit. 


' Racovian Catechism, Of Christ's Prophetic Office, ch. iii, 
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“We ought to do all things,” says Clemens Romanus, “ in 
order, whatever the Lord hath commanded us to do. He 
hath. commanded that our oblations and liturgical offices be at 
stated seasons, and not be an affair of chance... . They, 
therefore, who make these oblations at the stated seasons are 
accepted and blessed.’””' It is impossible not to suppose that 
these oblations referred to the Eucharist, and consequently 
that the term προσφορὰ was applied to it even in the time of 
Clemens in some sense or other. The case is rendered more 
certain by a similar but fuller expression which occurs subse- 
quently, “ It will be no small sin, if we cast out of their Epis- 
copal office men who have offered their gifts holily and with- 
out blame.” ” 

Justin Martyr, after quoting Malachi i. 11, where God 
says, that he will not accept the offering of the Jews, but will 
have in every place incense offered to his name and a pure 
offering (θυσία xaOapa),—explains, that God is here prophesy- 
ing of the sacrifices which are offered to him by the Gentiles, 
namely the bread of the Eucharist and the wine of the 
Eucharist ὃ : moreover, the quotation, and the application of 
it too, is made three several times in the course of this 
‘Dialogue.* Again, after alluding to the type contained in 
the Paschal Lamb, and that in the scape-goat, and the goat 
for sacrifice, he adds, “The oblation also of the fine flour, 
which those who are cleansed from leprosy were required to 
make, was a type of the bread of the Eucharist, which Jesus 
Christ our Lord commanded us to offer in remembrance of the 
Passion which he suffered for men, who have their souls thus 
purged from all evil; so that at one and the same time we 
may give God thanks for having created the world and all 
things in it for man, and for having delivered us from the 
evil in which we were born.”* But in the Apology, addressed 
to Gentiles, with whom the sacrificial texts of the Levitical 
law, which give a complexion to his whole argument in the 
Dialogue addressed to the Jews, would be out of place, he 
rather advances the other view of the mystical character of 


1 Clemens Romanus, Ad Coriath. I. piorias καὶ τοῦ ποτηρίου. ὁμοίως τῆς 
8 xl. εὖχα ἱστίας, προλέγει τότε εἰπὼν καὶ 
2. καὶ xliv. τὸ bois αὐτοῦ δοξάζειν ἡμᾶς, ὑμᾶς 
* Περὶ δὲ τῶν ἐν παντὶ τόπῳ ὑφ᾽ δὲ penn: —Justin Martyr, Dial. 
ἡμῶν τῶν ἐθνῶν προ ερομένων "αὐτῷ 
θυσιῶν, τουτέστι τοῦ ov τῆς evxa- a § 28, § 117. 8g 4]. 
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the Eucharist, as communicating to us the Body and Blood of 
Christ; saying, “ And this food is called by us the Eucharist, 
whereof it is not lawful for any to partake except those who 
believe that the things taught by us are true, and who have 
been washed in the laver for the remission of sins, and for 
regeneration, and who live as Christ hath commanded. For 
we do not receive these things as common bread, or as a 
common cup; but, as through the word of God, Jesus Christ 
our Saviour becoming incarnate, took flesh and blood for our 
salvation, so are we taught that the food over which thanks- 
giving has been made through the prayer of that word which 
came from him—by which food our blood and flesh are 
nourished, by its conversion into them—is the Body and 
Blood of that Jesus who was made flesh.”' Justin did not 
exclude from his meaning of the word “ oblations” the 
material elements before consecration, which were brought 
to the altar; and a fragment of Irenzus, to which I shall 
presently advert, seems to encourage this notion ; still the 
main feature of his picture of the Eucharist is this, that it 
is a commemoration only of the sacrifice of Christ, though 
itself called, by a common metonymy, a sacrifice. That such 
is Justin’s view, and that he had no intention of representing 
the Eucharist to be a material sacrifice (whatever he might 
say of the fruits as a material oblation), is plain from a well- 
known passage in the Dialogue ; where he understands the 
Eucharist as a sacrifice in no other sense than as prayer is a 
sacrifice. “That prayers and thanksgivings made by the 
worthy are the only sacrifices which are perfect and well- 
pleasing to God, I myself admit, for these are the only ones 
which Christians have received it in charge to offer, even in 
the commemoration of their food, dry and liquid, in which 
remembrance is made of the Passion which the Son of God 
suffered for them.”* But it is obvious that in thus analysing 
the ‘meaning of Justin, the temptation to rescue him from the 
Socinian is not the smallest possible. The Socinian, so far 
from considering the Eucharist a sacrifice, does not even con- 


1 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 66. ποιεῖν, καὶ én ἀναμνήσει δὲ τὴς τρο- 
3 Ὅτι μὲν οὖν καὶ εὐχαὶ καὶ εὐχα- dis αὐτῶν ξηρᾶς τε καὶ ὑγρᾶς, ἐν πῇ 
ριστίαι, ὑπὸ τῶν ἀξίων γινόμεναι, | καὶ τοῦ πάθους, ὃ πέπονθε δι᾽ αὐτοὺς 
τέλειαι μόναι καὶ εὐάρεστοί εἶσι τῷ | ὁ Yids τοῦ Θεοῦ, μέμνηται. --- Justin 
Θεῷ θυσίαι, καὶ αὐτός φημι. Ταῦτα | Martyr, Dial. 6. 117. 
γὰρ μόνα καὶ Χριστιανοὶ παρέλαβον 
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sider it symbolical of a sacrifice ; whilst our only difficulty | 
with respect to Justin is to discover the sense in which he 
understands it to be a sacrifice; for that he does so under- 
stand it in some sense or other is indisputable. The Socinian, 
so far from teaching that we are partakers of Christ’s body 
really but spiritually, pronounces such opinion to be “ out of 
the question ; whilst in Justin’s case, his assertion of 
Christ’s presence in the Eucharist is so marked, that our 
only care is to show (and it most clearly can be shown) by 
such expressions used by him as “food liquid and solid,’’? 
“ memorials of Christ's Body and Blood,” ® “ sacrifice” of the 
same kind as prayer,* in relation to the Eucharist, that he 
could have no idea of a corporal presence. 

Turn we next to Irenseus, whose language, inartificial as it 
is, like that of Justin, will be found substantially to convey 
the same impressions; the argument often drawn from the 
same premises, and requiring the same construction to be put 
on it. “The Lord took of his creatwres, even bread, and 
gave thanks, and said, This is my Body ; and in like manner 
the cup, another of his creatures, he pronounced to be his 
Blood ; and set forth this new oblation of the New Testa- 
ment: ap oblation which the Church, having received it from 
the Apostles, offers up to God the whole world through ; to 
God, who provides us with food ; these being the /first-fruits 
of his gifts under the New Testament, touching which Malachi 
spake, saying, ‘In every place incense shall be offered unto 
my name and a pure offering, for my name shall be great 
among the Gentiles.’”* And again, “Moreover, oblations are 
not reprobated in themselves” (Irenseus is here alluding to 
expressions in the prophets, which he had been quoting, to 
the disparagement of sacrifice) “for there were oblations 
amongst the Jews, and there were oblations amongst us; 
sacrifices amongst the people, and sacrifices in the Church ; 
only the nature of them is changed.”* And again, in a’ re- 
markable passage, “ This oblation the Church, and the Church 
only, offers pure to the Creator, when she offers him a portion 
of his own creatures with thanksgiving. For the Jews make no 


1 Racovian Catechism, Of Christ’s * § 70. 

Prophetical Office, ch. iii. Locum ha- 4§ 117. 

bere nequit. δ Trenzus, IV. c. xvii. § 5. 
3 Justin Martyr, Dial. § 117. 6 c. xviii. § 2. 
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such offering, their hands being full of blood, neither have 
they received the Word which is offered to God.”’' Now cer- 
tain terms in these extracts from Irenseus seem to imply, as 
before, that the bread and wine brought to the altar, and out 
of which the elements were to be taken, are to be considered a 
material offering of the fruits of the earth ; an emphasis being 
laid on them as God’s creatures, and as our food ; Irenseus (as 
was the case with Justin before him, perhaps,) having probably 
in contemplation the Gnostic heresy, which denied to God his 
own creation, assigning it to a Demiurgus, and so finding a 
token of the orthodox Christian’s allegiance to the one true 
God in his oblation of the first-fruits of the earth. But, how- 
ever we may admit this partial and subordinate view of the 
elements to have entered into the contemplation of Irenseus, 
as it seemed before to do into that of Justin, still the broad 
light in which he also regarded the Eucharist, was that of a 
commemorative, not a material sacrifice. And the distinction 
I am taking appears to be in harmony with a fragment of 
Trenzeus given by Pfaffius, “ For the offering of the Eucharist 
is not carnal, but spiritual ; and so, pure. For we offer to God 
the bread and the cup of blessing, giving thanks unto Him 
for having commanded the earth to bring forth these fruits for 
our food. And then, having completed the oblation, we invoke 
the Holy Ghost that He would render this same sacrifice, the 
bread the Body of Christ, the cup the Blood of Christ ; in order 
that those who partake of these figures, may obtain remission 
of sins and everlasting life. They, therefore, who bring these 
offerings in remembrance of the Lord, do not approach the 
opinions of the Jews, but performing a spiritual service will 
be called sons of wisdom.”* Accordingly, the phrase of Ire- 


1 Et hanc oblationem ecclesia sola 
puram offert fabricatori, offerens ei cum 
gratiarum actione ex creaturéejus. Ju- 
deei autem non offerunt: manus enim 
eorum sanguine plene sunt: non enim 
receperunt Verbum, quod offertur Deo. 
—lIrenreus, IV. ο. Xviii. 6 4. 

* Διότι καὶ ἡ προσφορὰ τῆς εὖχα- 
ριστιας οὐκ ἔστι τορκμι ἀλλὰ πνευ- 

ματικὴ καὶ a τούτῳ Προσ- 
φέρομεν γὰρ τῷ Θεῷ τὸν ν ἄρτον καὶ 
τὸ ποτήριον ΠΕ ine εὐχαρισ- 
τοῦντες αὐτῷ, ὅτι τῇ γῇ ἐκέλευσεν 
ἐκφῦσαι τοὺς καρποὺς τούτους eis 


τροφὴν ἡμετέραν, καὶ ἐνταῦθα τὴν 


προσφορὰν τελέσαντες ἐκκαλοῦμεν τὸ 
Πνεῦμα. τὸ ἅγιον, ὅπως ἀποφήνῃ τὴν 
θυσίαν ταύτην καὶ τὸν , ἄρτον σῶ 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ καὶ τὸ id pai τὸ αἷμα 
τοῦ Χριστοῦ, ἵνα ol μετ αλαβόντες 
τούτων τῶν ἀντιτύπων, τῆς ἀφέσεως 
τῶν ἁμαρτιῶν καὶ τῆς ζωῆς αἰωνίου 
τύχωσιν. Οἱ οὖν ταύτας τὰς προσ- 

ρὰς ἐν τῇ ἀναμνήσει τοῦ Κυρίου 

ντες, οὐ τοῖς ue eee δόγ- 

« προσέρχονται, πνευματικῶς 
ῬΔ ἀκύνθὰ τῆς σοφίας υἱοὶ κλη- 
6ncovras.—Ireneus, Frag. xxxviii. p. 
26, Bened. Ed. , 


GG 
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nseus in reference to the ulterior progress of the rite is, not 
merely that the bread and the wine were offered to God as crea- 
tures, though this he says, but “as creatures with thanksgiv- 
ing,” ὁ. 6. the elements, together with their consecration, were 
offered ; the Eucharist in short was the oblation ; but in no 
material sense: for he himself explains the “incense,” which 
Malachi couples with the “pure offering,” of the “prayers of 
the saints ;”' and “the altar,” to which the gifts are to be 
brought, as an altar in heaven’; what forbids, then, “the pure 
offering” to represent the clean heart, the cheerful alms, the 
grateful service of the communicants; to all which portions 
of the rite he himself points, in commenting upon the expres- 
sion of Malachi*; and which must go along with that lively 
representation or showing forth of the death of Christ, which 
the Lord himself appointed, and which Irensus describes by 
the phrase, “ ‘The Lord took of his creatures, gave thanks over 
them, called them his Body and Blood, and so instituted the 
new oblation of the New Testament ;”* “an oblation,” he after- 
wards adds,’ “ which the Jews could not make, because they 
had not received the Word which is offered ;” not, however, 
in this ‘instance, perhaps, offered in the Eucharist, even com- 
memoratively, though such may be the sense, but offered on 
the Cross: unless indeed another reading be preferred, per 
quod offertur Deo, “through whom it is offered to God.” So 
much for the commemorative nature. of this right as understood 
by Ireneus. With respect to the other aspect of it, the com- 
munion which it is of the Body and Blood of Christ, this 
doctrine is asserted plainly enough in the following places : 
“For if the flesh be not saved, then did not the Lord redeem 
us by his Blood, neither is the cup of the Eucharist the com- 
munion of his Blood, nor the bread which we break the com- 
munion of his Body.”® -And again, “Christ has declared the 
cup, which is of the creature, to be his own Blood which was 
shed, wherewith he moistens our blood ; and the bread, which 
is of the creature, to be his own Body, with which he causes 


1 Tncensa autem Joannes in Apoca-, 5 Si autem non salvetur hae, videlicet 
lypsi orationes esse ait sanctorum.— | neo Dominus sanguine suo redemit nos ; 
Contra Heeret. IV. o. xvii. § 6. neque calix eucharistise communicatio 

2 Ajtare in colis, illuc enim preces |sanguinis ejus est, neque panis quem 
nostre et oblationes diriguntur.—c. | frangimus, communicatio corporis ejus 
Kviii. § 6. 8. 5.8, ς 4. est.—V. o. ii. § 2. 

4 ἢ. xvii. § 5. 5 c, xviii. § 4. 
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our bodies to grow,” 2. 6. not materially through transubstan- 
tiation, for he had just before said, it was by God’s creatwres 
that our bodies were nourished, no substantial change there- 
fore taking place in the elements’; but, as he himself goes 
on to tell us in explanation, “the érue mam, consisting of 
flesh, and nerves, and bones, is nourished by the cup which is 
his Blood, and is increased by the bread which is his Body. 
And like as a branch of the vine, put into the ground, brings 
forth fruit in its season; and a grain of wheat, falling to the 
ground and there dissolved, riseth again with manifold increase 
by the Spirit of God which containeth all things ; and they 
afterwards, by Divine wisdom, serve for the use of man, and 
receiving the Word of God, become the Eucharist, which is 
the Body and Blood of Christ ; 80, also, our bodies being fed 
by it (viz. the Eucharist), and laid in the ground, after dis- 
solving there, shall yet rise in their season by means of the 
Divine Logos vouchsafing them a resurrection to the glory of 
God the Father.”* That is, the elements after consecration 
receiving the Word, become the Body and Blood of Christ, 
and impart by virtue thereof to the flesh a principle of im- 
mortality. For the Word communicating through the Eucha- 
rist with the soul, is thus brought into connection with the 
flesh, and so renders the flesh capable of rising again; the 
spiritual man made “a member of the Body of Christ, of his 
flesh and of his bones, not by a natural, but by a spiritual 
union.”*> The faulty part of this view of the Eucharist, Dr. 
Waterland, in a passage I have already applied from him to 
Baptism, considers to be this, that Irenzeus seems to superin- 
duce the Logos upon the symbols themselves, rather than 


Lect. XII.] AS REPRESENTED BY IREN AUS, 


1 Ἐπειδὴ μέλη αὐτοῦ ἐσμέν, καὶ! τοῦ σίτον πεσὼν els τὴν γῆν καὶ 


διὰ τῆς κτίσεως τρεφόμεθα.-.----ἰγϑπιοῦ5, 
V. ὁ. ii. § 2. See Philalethes Cantabri- 
giensis, p. 118. 

2 Οὐ περὶ πνευματικοῦ τινὸς καὶ 
ἀοράτου ἀνθρώπου λέγων ταῦτα' τὸ 
γὰρ πνεῦμα οὔτε ὀστέα οὔτε σάρκα 

ει ἀλλὰ περὶ τῆς κατὰ τὸν ἀληθινὸν 
ϑρωπον οἰκονομίας, τῆς ἐκ σαρκὸς 
καὶ νεύρων καὶ ὀστέων συνεστώσης" 
ἥτις καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ποτηρίου αὐτοῦ, ὅ 
ἐστι τὸ αἷμα αὐτυῦ, τρέφεται, καὶ ἐκ 


τοῦ ἄρτον, ὅ ἐστι σῶμα αὐτοῦ, 
αὔξεται. Kal ὅνπερ τρόπον τὸ ξύλον 


τῆς ἀμπέλου κλιθὲν els τὴν γῆν τῷ 
ἰδίῳ καιρῷ ἐκαρποφόρησε, καὶ 6 κόκκος 


διαλυθεὶς, πολλοστὸς ἠγέρθη διὰ τοῦ 
πνεύματος τοῦ Θεοῦ τοῦ συνέχοντος 
τὰ πάντα' ἔπειτα δὲ διὰ τῆς σοφίας 
τοῦ Θεοῦ els χρῆσιν ἔλθόντα ἀνθρώ- 
πων, καὶ προσλαμβανόμενα τὸν λόγον 
τοῦ Θεοῦ, gs ser γίνεται, ὅπερ 
ἐστὶ σῶμα καὶ αἷμα τοῦ Χριστοῦ" 
οὕτως καὶ τὰ ἡμέτερα σώματα ἐξ αὐτῆς 
τρεφόμενα καὶ τεθέντα εἰς τὴν γῆν 
καὶ διαλυθέντα ἐν αὐτῇ ἀναστήσεται 
ἐν τῷ ἰδίῳ καιρῷ, τοῦ Λόγου τοῦ 
Θεοῦ τὴν ἔγερσιν αὐτοῖς χαριζομένον 
εἷς δόξαν Θεοῦ καὶ Iarpés.—lreneus, 
V. ὁ. ii. § 3. 

8 Philalethes Cantabrigiensis, p. 119, 

α6 2 
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upon the recipients. I agree with him, however, in the 
remark which he subjoins, that the inaccuracy is rather verbal 
than real; for certainly, when Irenzeus was enlarging on the 
Eucharist in its other character, as a commemorative offering, 
he insisted on the purity of the parties as necessary in order 
to render the commemorative oblation effective. “It must 
be made,” says he, “ with a clean heart, in faith, without 
hypocrisy, in steadfast hope, in fervent charity.”’ And he 
then adds, that the Jews did not make it, nor yet many of 
the heretics; the rite in both these instances, according to 
Trenseus, being vitiated by a defective faith. 

Clemens Alexandrinus does not happen to enlarge on the 
Eucharist in its aspect as a commemorative sacrifice. Casual 
expressions, however, occasionally escape from him, which 
show that the idea itself was familiar to his mind. For 
instance, “To those who lack understanding, saith Wisdom, 
that is to the heretics, I suggest, touch the bread which is 
secret, for it is pleasant, and the theft of water, which is 
sweet’; where Scripture evidently speaks of the bread and 
the water in reference to the heretics who adopt bread and 
water for an oblation, contrary to the Canon of the Church. 
For some persons there are who celebrate the Eucharist in 
water only.”* We have certainly here a sacrificial view of 
the Eucharist presented to us, and the defect of those pointed 
out who used water instead of wine, or rather instead of wine 
and water, for a symbol; that defect consisting in an element 
being chosen which did not express the blood of the victim 
that purged away sin; the offenders appearing to have been 
Humanitarians.* But of the Eucharist in its other character 
of sacramental or symbolical food, as the Body and Blood of 
Christ by which our souls are strengthened and refreshed, 


! Oportet enim nos oblationem Deo 
facere, et in omnibus gratos inveniri fa- 
bricatori Deo, in sententiA purA et fide 
sine hypocrisi, in spe firmA, in dilectione 
ferventi.—Irengeus, IV. ο. xvili. § 4. 

2 Prov. ix. 17. 

5 Kal τοῖς ἐνδεέσι φρενῶν, τ 5 
κελεύομαι, λέγουσα, φησὶν ἡ Σοφία, 
τοῖς ἀμφὶ τὰς αἱρέσεις δηλονότι" 
ἄρτων κρυφίων ἡδεως ἅψασθε, καὶ 
ὕδατος κλοπῆς γλυκεροῦ" ἄρτον καὶ 
ὕδωρ οὐκ én ἄλλων τινῶν, ἀλλ᾽ ἣ 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἄρτῳ καὶ ὕδατι κατὰ τὴν 


προσφορὰν, μὴ κατὰ τὸν κανόνα τῆς 
᾿Εκκλησίας, χρωμένων αἱρέσεων, ἐμ- 
φανῶς Tarrovons τῆς γραφῆς. 

γὰρ οἷ καὶ ὕδωρ ψιλὸν εὐχαριστοῦσιν. 
—Stromat. I. § xix. p. 375. 

4 Vani autem et Ebioneei, unctionem 
Dei et hominis per fidem non recipien- 
tes in suam animam.. .. Reprobant 
itaque hi commixtionem vini colestis, 
et solam aquam secularem volunt esse ; 
non recipientes Deum ad commixtionem 
suam.—Irenzus, Y. 6. i. § 3. 
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Clemens repeatedly tells us: indeed, the temper of his mind 
would naturally lead him to dwell on such a subject. Thus, 
in common with the early Fathers in general, and in direct 
opposition to the Racovian Catechism,’ he applies our Lord’s 
language in the sixth chapter of St. John to the Eucharist. 
“But since he said, ‘ And the bread which I will give is my 
flesh ;’ and the flesh is rhoistened by blood; and wine is 
figuratively called blood ; we must understand that as bread 
crumbled into the mixed cup appropriates the wine, but 
rejects the aqueous portion; so the flesh of the Lord, the 
bread from heaven, absorbs the blood ; 7. 6. nourishes heavenly 
men unto immortality, but rejects carnal lusts, and leaves 
them to destruction. Thus the Word is expressed by different 
figures, as meat, flesh, food, bread, blood, milk.”* Again, the 
subject of drinking, one of the themes of the Predagogue, leads 
to a still more distinct enunciation of the doctrine of the Com- 
munion of Christ’s Body and Blood, whereby the soul, as our 
Catechism affirms, and as the Racovian Catechism denies, is 
strengthened and refreshed. “The wine is mingled with the 
water, the Spirit with the man; the one, the mixture, cheers 
to faith ; the other, the Spirit, guides to incorruption. But 
the mingling of both, that is, of the drink and of the Word, is 
called the Eucharist, a famous and excellent grace; whereof 
they who partake in faith, are sanctified by it both body and 
soul : the paternal will mystically combining man, the diviné 
mixture, with the Spirit and the Word.”* I know not that 
it is worth while to multiply quotations to the same effect ; a 
large proportion of which would be found, at the same time 


Lect. XII.] AS REPRESENTED BY CLEMENS. 


' Quid vero statuendum est de corpo- 
ris et sanguinis Christi usu, John vi. 
35, 18, 54... .? Non agit eo loco 
Christus de ccend sua.—Racovian Cate- 
chism, Of Christ's Prophetic Office, 
ς. iii. 

2°Eme δὲ εἶπεν, καὶ ὁ ἄρτος ὃν 
εγὼ δώσω, ἡ σάρξ μου ἔστιν" σὰρξ 
δὲ αἵματι ἄρδεται' τὸ δὲ αἷμα οἶνος 
ἀλληγορεῖται" ἱστέον οὖν ὅτι ὡς ἄρτος 
εἷς καταθρυβεὶς, τὸν οἶνον ap- 
πάζει, τὸ δὲ ὑδατῶδες ἀπολείπει" οὕτω 
καὶ ἡ σὰρξ τοῦ Κυρίου, ὁ ἄρτος τῶν 
οὐρανῶν, ἀναπίνει τὸ αἷμα’ τοὺς οὐρα- 
νίους τῶν ἀνθρώπων εἰς ἀφθαρσίαν 
ἐκτρέφων, ἀπολείπων δὲ μόνας ἐκείνας 


εἰς φθορὰν, τὰς σαρκικὰς ἐπιθυμίας" | 


οὕτως ραν ἀλληγορεῖται ὁ Δό- 
γος, καὶ βρῶμα, καὶ σὰρξ, καὶ τροφὴ, 
καὶ ἄρτος, pe αἷμα, Ἀλλ να αν 
Alex. Pedag. I. 6. vi. p. 125. 

5 Κίρναται ὁ μὲν olyns τῷ ὕδατι, 
τῷ δὲ ἀνθρώπῳ τὸ Πνεῦμα᾽ καὶ τὸ 
μὲν els πίστιν εὐωχεῖ, τὸ κρᾶμα" τὸ 
δὲ εἰς ἀφθαρσίαν ὁδηγεῖ, τὸ Πνεῦμα" 
ἡ δὲ ἀμφοῖν αὖθις κρᾶσις, ποτοῦ τε 
καὶ Λόγον, Ἑὐχαριστία κέκληται, χάρις 
ἐπαινουμένη καὶ καλὴ ἧς οἱ κατὰ 
πίστιν μεταλαμβάνοντες ἁγιάζονται καὶ 
σῶμα καὶ ψυχήν τὸ θεῖον κρᾶμα, τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον, τοῦ πατρικοῦ βουλεύματος 
Πνεύματι καὶ Λόγῳ συγκίρναντος 
μυστικῶς.--11. c. ii. Ρ. 177. 
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that they assert the real presence, to imply that the corporal 
presence was not thought of. Thus, “he shall bind his foal 
to the vine, that is,’ says Clemens, “he shall bind this simple 
and infant people (the Christian converts) to the Word, which 
is called the vine by a figure ; for the vine bears wine, as the 
Word, Blood ; and both are drunk by man to his salvation : 
the wine being for his body’s health, the Blood for his 
spirit’s :”' where the Blood of Christ is evidently understood 
in ἃ spiritual and not in a physical sense. “Scripture calls 
the wine the mystical symbol of the holy Blood.”* “The 
holy fluid of joy expresses, in a figure, the Word who was 
poured forth for many, for the remission of sins.”* “ Mel- 
chizedek”” (whom Clemens appears to regard as a personi- 
fication of the Saviour himself) “was king of Salem, and 
Priest of the most high God, and gave wine and bread, con- 
secrated food, as a type of the Eucharist.”* From such early 
times, according to the Fathers, was this great mystery of the 
Eucharist announced, and with such solemnity was the way 
prepared for it. How altogether unlike the Sucinian 

of it! 

In Tertullian, who is our next witness, we have both views 
of the Sacrament upheld—the commemorative sacrifice—the 
spiritual food. Thus he speaks of the “wine which Christ 
consecrated to the memory of his Blood.”* Again, on another 
occasion, after contending for the Pax or salutation not being 
withheld under certain circumstances, when some hesitated to 
admit it, he proceeds to touch on a kindred scruple—whether 
on the regular service days, Wednesdays and Fridays, the Sa- 
crament of the Lord’s Supper was to be attended, superseding, 
as it might seem to do, the Office of the day. “Many 
think,” says he, “that on the days of the stations they ought 
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οἶνος, τῷ σώματι: τὸ δὲ ai τῷ 
avevupati.—Clem. Alex. Peedag. I. c. 
vy. pp. 10ὐ, 107. 

2 Μυστικὸν dpa σύμβολον ἡ γραφὴ 
αἵματος ἁγίου οἶνον ὠνόμασεν. ---Ι 1. 
0. ii. p. 184. 

5 Kai εὐλόγησέν γε τὸν οἶνον, εἰπὼν, 


Λάβετε, πίετε᾽ τοῦτό μον ἐστὶν τὸ 
αἷμα, αἷμα τῆς ἀμπέλου" τὸν Λόγον, 
τὸν περὶ πολλῶν ἐκχεόμενον εἰς , ἄφ- 
ecu ἁμαρτιῶν, εὐφροσύνης ἅγιον 
axe pet νᾶμα.---ἸΊ. = ii. vs 180. 
σιλεὺς Σαλὴμ, ὁ ἱερεὺς τοῦ 

δι: τοῦ ὑψίστου, ν οἶνον καὶ 
τὸν ἄρτον τὴν ἡγιασμένην διδοὺς τρο- 
φὴν εἰς τύπον evyapiwrias.—Stromat. 
LV. § xxv. Pp. 637. 

δ Quod in sanguinis sui Memoriam 
consecravit.—Tertullian, De Anima, c. 
Xvii. 
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not to attend the Prayers of the Sacrijices, because the station 
ought to be broken up, when the Body of the Lord has been 
received. Does, then, the Eucharist break up a Service devoted 
to God? Nay, does it not rather bind it to God? Will not 
your station be the more solemn, if you stand az the altar of 
God too? The Body of the Lord received and reserved, both 
are safe, the participation in the sacrifice, and the performance 
of the Service” *—the Eucharist a sacrifice; the place of its 
celebration an altar. But how do we read elsewhere ? “We 
sacrifice for the safety of the Emperor, but it is to our God 
and his; and it is after the manner our God prescribes, by 
pure prayer ;”? that is, by the prayer for the Catholic Church 
in the primitive Communion Service, one clause of which was 
in behalf of the Emperor, as the corresponding clause is still 
retained in our own; and this is here represented by Ter- 
tullian as an integral part of the sacrifice. 

And, indeed, how far this Father was from seeing the 
material flesh of Christ in the oblation will be evident from 
the sense in which he understood the real presence, or the 
Body and Blood of Christ in the Eucharist ; the other phase 
of this Sacrament, to which we will now turn. Thus he 
speaks of Christ “having consecrated his Blood in the 
wine ;”* of “feeding on the fatness of the Lord’s Body in 
the Eucharist ;’* of “the flesh feeding on the Body and 
Blood of Christ, that the soul may be fatted of God;’* 
strong expressions, certainly ; the last argument, however, 
being, that the flesh, for the resurrection of which he is 
pleading, possessed a dignity which would make it a fit 
subject for being raised again; a dignity derived to it, as 
from other circumstances, so from the circumstance of its 
Sacramental alliance with the Body and Blood of Christ in 
the Eucharist ; whereby, whilst the bread and wine are con- 


πον. XII.} 


' Similiter et stationum diebus non 
putant plerique sacrificiorum orationibus 
interveniendum, quod statio solvenda 
sit, accepto corpore Domini. Ergo de- 
votum Deo obsequium Eucharistia re- 
solvit? An magis Deo obligat? Non- 
ne solemnior erit statio tua, si et ad 
aram Dei steteris? Accepto corpore 
Domini, et reservato, utrumque salvum 
est, et participatio sacrificii, et executio 
officii.—De Oratione, c. xix. 

7 Itaque et sacrificamus pro salute 


Imperatoris, sed Deo nostro et ipsius : 
sed quomodo pracepit Deus, pura prece. 
—Ad Scapulan, c. ii. 

3 Sanguinem suum in vino consecra- 
vit.—Adversus Marcionem IV, c. x]. 

4 Atque ita exinde opimitate Domi- 
nici corporis vescitur, Eucharistié scili- 
cet.—De Pudicitid, c. ix. 

ὃ Caro corpore et sanguine Christi 
vescitur, ut et anima Deo saginetar.— 
De Resurrectione Carnis, c. viii. 
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sumed by the flesh, the spiritual Body and Blood of Christ 
are conveyed to the soul through its connection with the 
flesh. But in the same treatise, when answering an objection 
to the disparagement of the flesh, deduced from the text, “the 
flesh profiteth nothing,’ he contends that the apparent mean- 
ing of it is to be qualified; that inasmuch as the Jews 
thought Christ’s saying hard and intolerable, as though he 
had affirmed that his flesh was really to be eaten by them, he 
premised, in order to refer the state of salvation to the spirit, 
“the spirit it is which giveth life,” and then he added, “ the 
flesh profiteth nothing,” that is, so far as giving life was con- 
cerned. . . . . Thus constituting the Word the giver of life, 
because the Word is spirit and life, he called the same his 
flesh, because the Word was made flesh, and so was to be 
sought after for the sake of life, and to be devoured by hear- 
ing, and to be masticated by the understanding, and to be 
digested by faith.”' Tertullian, it is true, does not here 
speak of the Eucharist in direct terms, but he alludes to the 
language of the sixth chapter of St. John, which the Fathers 
in general, as we have seen, interpret of the Eucharist, and 
which, in the next quotation I shall make, seems to be so 
understood by Tertullian himself; nor could that Sacrament 
be out of his thoughts when he was writing ; and his reason- 
ing, we see, is, that it was not the material flesh of Christ 
which was to be eaten to give life; but the Word, which is 
spirit, to be eaten by the spiritual part of the man, through 
faith. The passage in which he considers the sixth chapter 
of St. John as bearing on the Eucharist, and which itself also 
illustrates his idea of the real presence, and confirms what I 
have said already, is in his exposition of the Lord’s Prayer. 
The clause, “Give us this day our daily bread,” he would 
have taken in a spiritual sense; “for Christ is our bread, 
because Christ is life, and bread is life. 1 am the bread of 
life, saith he. And a little before, the bread is the Word of 
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1 Sic etsi carnem ait nihil prodesse, ex 
materia dicti dirigendus est sensus. 
Nam quia durum et intolerabilem ex- 
istimaverunt sermonem ejus, quasi vere 
carnem suam illis edendam determi- 
nasset; ut in spiritum disponeret sta- 
tum salutis, premisit: Spiritus est qui 
vivificat; atque ita subjunxit, Caro nihil 
prodest; ad vivificandum scilicet .... 


Itaque sermonem constituens vivifica- 
torem, quia spiritus et vita sermo, eun- 
dem etiam carnem suam dixit, quia et 
sermo caro erat facta, proinde in 688- 
sam vite appetendus et devorandus au- 
ditu, et ruminandus intellectu, et fide 
digerendus.—De Resurrectione Carnis, 
ὁ. XXXvVii. 
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the living God which came down from heaven. Then again, 
because in the bread is understood his Body. This is my 
Body. Wherefore in praying for daily bread, we pray to be 
perpetually in Christ, and undivided from his Body.”' The 
juxta-position in which Tertullian here places the Lord’s ap- 
pointment of the Eucharist, and his speech in the sixth chapter 
of St. John, shows that he considers the latter to involve that 
Sacrament. The passages I have adduced, then, may suffice 
to prove on the one hand that Tertullian believed in the real 
presence, on the other that he did not believe in the corporal. 
Other conclusions against the Romish doctrine I have ex- 
tracted from him in a former Lecture,” and shall not repeat 
them now. 

Hippolytus, in a fragment of a commentary on Prov. ix. 1, 
offers us the two views of the Sacrament of the Eucharist, 
which I have been bringing before you, very distinctly in one 
and the same paragraph. “‘She hath furnished her table,’ 
2. 6. the knowledge of the Holy Trinity which had been 
promised ; and his precious and unpolluted Body and Blood, 
which in the mystical and Divine table are daily sacrificed 
en remembrance of that first and ever memorable table of 
the mystical and Divine supper. ‘ She hath sent forth her — 
servants,’ 2. 6. Wisdom or Christ hath called them together 
with a loud cry, saying, ‘.Whoso is simple, let him turn in 
hither to me ;’ by those servants meaning the holy Apostles 
who were to traverse the whole world, and call the nations 
truly to the knowledge of him by their sublime and divine 
publication of these things. ‘To them that want understand- 
ing, ὁ. 6. to those who did not yet possess the power of the 
Holy Ghost, she saith, ‘Come, eat of my bread, and drink of 
the wine which I have mingled,’ ὁ. 6. his Divine Flesh and 
his precious Blood, which he hath given us to eat and to 
drink for the remission of sins.”* 


1 Quanquam panem nostrum quotidi- 
anum da nobis hodie, spiritualiter po- 
tius intelligamus. Christus enim panis 
noster est, quia vita Christus, et vita 
panis. Ego sum, inquit, panis vite. 
Et paulo supra: Panis est sermo Dei 
vivi, qui descendit de celis. Tum quod 
et corpus ejus in pane censetur. Hoc 
est corpus meum. Itaque petendo pa- 
nem quotidianum, perpetuitatem postu- 


lamus in Christo, et individuitatem a 
corpore ejus.—De Oratione, c. vi. 

* Lecture IT, First Series, 

* Kal ἡτοιμάσατο τὴν ἑαυτῆς τρά- 
πεζαν, τὴν ἐπίγνωσιν τῆς ἁγίας Τριά- 
δος κατεπαγγελλομένην. Καὶ τὸ τίμιον 
καὶ ον αὐτοῦ σῶμα καὶ αἷμα, 
of ἐν τῇ μυστικῇ καὶ θείᾳ τραπέζῃ 
καθ΄ ἑκάστην ἐπιτελοῦνται θυόμενα εἰς 
ἀνάμνησιν τῆς ἀειμνήστου καὶ πρώτης 
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Origen yields a similar testimony to that of the other 
Fathers on both the features of the Eucharist I am investi- 
gating. First, with respect to the commemorative sacrifice. 
“The divine Scripture saith, ‘And he shall put the incense 
upon the fire before the Lord, that the cloud of the incense 
may cover the mercy seat that is upon the testimony, that he 
die not; and he shall take of the blood of the bullock, and 
sprinkle it with his finger upon the mercy seat eastward.’ 
This shows how the rite of propitiation for men to Godwards 
was celebrated. But do not you, who are come to Christ, 
the true High Priest, who hath rendered God propitious to 
you by his Blood, and reconciled you to his Father, do not 
you stop short in the blood of the jflesh ; but rather acquaint 
yourself with the Blood of the Word, and hear him saying 
unto you, ‘for this is my Blood which shall be shed for you 
for the remission of sins.” He who hath been imbued with 
the mystery, knows both the Flesh and the Blood of the 
Word of God. Let us not then pause on these matters, 
which are known to the initiated, and cannot be laid open to 
the ignorant. Moreover do not suppose this sprinkling to the 
eastward had no meaning. The propitiation came to you from 
the east. For from that quarter came the man whose name 
is Oriens (ἀνατολή), who was made the Mediator between 
God and man.”' This passage, it is true, has reached us only 


spectu Domini, et operiet famus incensi 
propitiatorium quod est super testimo- 
nia, et non morietur, et sumet de san- 


ἐκείνης τραπέζης τοῦ μυστικοῦ θείου 
δείπνου. Τὸ δὲ ἀπέστειλε τοὺς éav- 


τῆς δούλους ἡ Σοφιά, ὁ Χριστὸς 
δηλονότι, συγκαλοῦσα μετὰ ὑψηλοῦ 
κηρύγματος" ὅς ἐστιν ἄφρων, ἐκκλι- 
νάτω πρός με, φάσκουσα, τοὺς ἱεροὺς 
ἀποστόλους πρόδηλον, τοὺς εἰς τὸν 
σύμπαντα κόσμον διαδραμόντας καὶ 
τροσκαλέσαντας τὰ ἔθνη εἰς τὴν ἐκεί- 
vou ἐπίγνωσιν ἀληθῶς τῷ A als καὶ 
θείῳ τούτων κηρύγματι. To δὲ καὶ 
τοῖς ἐνδεέσι φρενῶν εἶπε, τοῖς μήπω 
eee id Το Ἔν ryan 
Uy. ἡλονότι, ἔλθετε, φάγετε τὸν 
ἡμῶν ἄρξον. καὶ πίετε οἶνον ὅν κέ- 
κρακα ὕμιν, τὴν θείαν αὐτοῦ σάρκα 
καὶ τὸ τίμιον αὐτοῦ αἷμα δέδωκεν 
ἡμῖν, ly, ἐσθίειν καὶ πίνειν εἰς 
ἄφεσιν ἁμαρτιῶν.----Ηἱρροϊγιυβ, Frag. 
p. 282. 

1 Ait ergo eloquium divinum, et im- 
ponet incensum super ignem in con- 


guine vituli, et resperget digito suo su- 
per propitiatorium contra orientem 
(Levit. xvi. 13.) Ritus quidem apud 
veteres propitiationis pro bhominibus, 
qui fiebat ad Deum, qualiter celebra- 
retur, edocuit : sed tu qui ad Christum 
venisti, Pontificem verum, qui sanguine 
suo Deum tibi propitium fecit, et recon- 
ciliavit te Patri, non heereas in sanguine 
carnis: sed disce potius sanguinem 
Verbi, et audi ipsum tibi dicentem, quia, 
Hic. sanguis meus est, qui pro vobis ef- 
fundetur in remissionem peccatorum. 
Novit, qui mystériis imbutus est, et car- 
nem et sanguinem Verbi Dei. Non ergo 
immoremur in his que et scientibus 
nota sunt, et ignorantibus patere non 
possunt. Quod autem contra orientem 
respergit, non otiose accipias. Ab ori- 
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in the Latin translation of Rufinus (for probably his it is'), 
but as a part of the second Homily upon Genesis is preserved 
in the Greek, and as the version is there found to be close to 
the original, it is to be presumed that it is generally trust- 
worthy in these Homilies on the books of Moses, And the 
paragraph before us seems to point plainly enough to the 
Eucharist as a commemorative sacrifice. It had the nature of 
& sacrifice in some sense, for the parallel runs between that 
and the Levitical one, even to minute matters; and it is ex- 
pressly denied to be a material sacrifice, for the Christian is 
enjoined not to take so low a view of it as that. What could 
it be else, then, but commemorative, and significant of the 
Passion which it represented? The same conclusion would 
follow from another place in Origen, where the original text 
is preserved, ‘“ ‘God is a Spirit, and they that worship him 
must worship him in spirit and in truth:’ by which the 
Saviour taught that we are not to worship God in the flesh, 
and by jfleshly sacrifices, but un the spirit. For he would be 
understood to be a Spirit, in proportion as he is worshipped in 
spirit and with the understanding : but we must not worship 
the Father in types” (2. 6. with carnal sacrifices), “but in 
truth ; which truth came by Jesus Christ, subsequent to the 
law given by Moses.”* The service which the Christian has 
to offer is here distinguished from the Judaical in this, that 
whilst in the one the sacrifices were material, in the other 
they were spiritual—that of the Eucharist, the very foremost 
of the Christian offices, of course included, unless Origen, like 
several of the Fathers before him, may be thought to see in 
the elements an oblation of fruits; a testimony against the 
heretics that the earth is the Lord’ 8 and not a Demiurgus’s, 
and that our food is from him.* 


Lect. XIL.) 


ente tibi propitiatio venit. Inde est 
enim vir, cui Oriens nomen est, qui 
Mediator Dei et hominum factns est.— 
Origen, Homil. ix. in Levit. § 10, vol. 
ii. p. 2438. 

‘See Huetii Origeniana, p. 298, re- 
ferred to by Dr. Burton, Testimonies of 
the Ante-Nicene Fathers, p. 307, 2nd 
Ed. 

* Πνεῦμα ὁ Θεὸς, καὶ τοὺς προσ- 
κυνοῦντας αὐτὸν ἐν πνεύματι καὶ ἀλη- 
θείᾳ δει προσκυνεῖν" δι ὧν ἐδίδαξεν, 


σαρκίναις θυσίαις τὸν Θεὸν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν 
πνεύματι. Καὶ γὰρ αὐτὸς ἀνάλογον ἐν 
πνεύματι καὶ νοητῶς λατρεύειν τινὰ 
αὐτῷ πνεῦμα νοηθείη ἄν. ᾿Αλλὰ καὶ 
οὐκ ἐν τύποις προσκυνεῖν δεῖ 
Πατρὶ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ᾿ἀληθείᾳ, ἥτις. δὰ 
Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐγένετο, μετὰ τὸ δο- 
θῆναι τὸν νόμον διὰ Μωΐῦσέως. --- 
Urigen, Contra Celsum, VI. 8 70. 

8 Ἔστι δὲ καὶ συμβολον ἡμῖν τῆς 


πρὸς τὸν Θεὸν εὐχαριστίας, ἄρτος 
εὐχαριστία καλούμενος. ᾿Αλλ᾽ οὐδὲ 


τι οὐκ ἐν σαρκὶ δεῖ προσκυνεῖν» καὶ δαίμονες ἔχουσιν, ὡς καὶ ἐμ τοῖς 
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That Origen further contemplated the Eucharist as convey- 
ing to the communicant who received it in faith the Body and 
Blood of Christ to his soul’s health, appears from the follow- 
ing passage. “ Let Celsus, then, since he is ignorant of God, 
render his oblations to demons; we, however, studying to 
please the Maker of the universe, eat the bread which is pre- 
sented with prayer and thanksgiving for God’s good gifta— 
the bread, I say, which by reason of the prayer becomes a 
certain Body, holy in itself, and making holy those who par- 
take of it with a good purpose of heart.”* And again, the 
same view, or nearly the same, is maintained in a remarkable 
paragraph, in which Origen, who is fond of expatiating and 
losing himself in a mystical subject, endeavours to explain the 
nature of the faculty by which the prophets are enabled to 
foretell future events. There may be simple people who in- 
terpret mechanically certain scenes of Scripture, as when it is 
said that the prophets saw the heavens opened or heard the 
Lord’s voice. “ But he who searches deeper will say, that 
whereas there is a certain generic Divine sense, as Scripture 
calls it, which none but the blessed find out, according to the 
words of Solomon, ‘Thou shalt find out a Divine sense’ 
(αἴσθησιν Oetav.evpnoes).” And whereas there are several 
kinds of this sense—that of sight, which is fitted to discern 
better things than those which are corporeal, as the Cherubim 
and Seraphim ; that of hearing, which receives words that do 
not derive their being from the air; that of taste, which 
relishes the living bread, the bread which cometh down from 
heaven, and giveth life unto the world*®; that of smell, 
which smelleth such smells as that which Paul calls a sweet 
savour of Christ unto God*; that of touch, according to 
which John says, that his hands had handled the Word of 
life*; the blessed prophets, I repeat, finding out this Divine 
sense, both seeing divinely, and hearing divinely, and tasting 
divinely, and smelling (so to speak) by this unsensual sense, 


ἀνωτέρω ἐλέγομεν, τὴν οἰκονομίαν τῶν | παντὸς δημιουργῷ εὐχαριστοῦντες, καὶ 


πρὸς τον épas χρείας δεδημιουρ- | τοὺς per εὐχαριστίας καὶ εὐχῆς τῆς 
γημένων᾽ διὸ οὐδ᾽ ἄδικόν τι πράττομεν, ἐπὶ τοῖς δοθεῖσι _Mpocayopévous ἄρ-- 


μετέχοντες τῶν δημιονργημάτων, καὶ τοὺς ἐσθίομεν, σῶμα ὙΠ vied ς διὰ 
τοῖς μὴ προσήκουσιν αὐτοῖς μὴ Ov- τὴν εὐχὴν ἅγιόν τι κα ἀγιάζον. τοὺς 
ovres.—Contra Celsum, VIII. § 57. μετὰ " ὑγιοὺς προθέσεως αὐτῷ χρω- 


: Kal διὰ τοιαῦτα δὲ Κέλσος μὲν, | μένους.---ΝἼ 1. § 33. 
ὡς ἀγνοῶν Θεὸν, τὰ χαριστήρια Bal-| * See Prov. ii.5. ἢ John vi. 33. 
μοσιν ἀπρδιδότο ἡμεῖς δὲ τῷ τοῦ | * 2 Cor. ii. 1ὅ. § 1 John i. 1. 
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and touching the Word by faith, so that the efflux of it came 
unto them to heal them, by this means saw what they de- 
scribe themselves to have seen, and heard what they report 
themselves to have heard, and were affected in other like 
ways, as when they eat (so they tell us) the roll of the book 
that was given them.”' Moreover the spirit of this passage 
will serve to correct that of some previous extracts from other 
Fathers, where the presence of the Lord in-the Eucharist 
seemed to be assigned to the elements rather than to the re- 
cipients, and confirms what was observed on one of those 
occasions, that the error was rather apparent than real, and that 
the Fathers meant in general to convey-the notion without any 
technical nicety, that whatever might be the mode, the Body and 
Blood of Christ were certainly to be found in that Sacrament. 

Of all the early Fathers, none, perhaps, are so full and 
emphatic on the eacrificial character of the Eucharist as 
Cyprian, insomuch that it may be best to place in the fore- 
front of our quotations from that Father passages which 
clearly prove, that however strong his language, he neverthe- 
less was all the while regarding the Eucharist not as a repeti- 
tion of the oblation of Christ once offered, but as a lively 
commemoration of that sacrifice. “ Know, then,” says he, in a 
letter to Ceecilius on the Sacrament of the cup, “ that we have 
been admonished, that in offering the cup the tradition of the 
Lord be observed, and that no other thing be done by us than 
what the Lord did for us first ; to wit, that the cup which 18 
offered im remembrance of him, be mixed with wine. For 
since Christ said, ‘I am the true vine,’ the Blood of Christ is 


Lect. XII.] AS REPRESENTED BY ORIGEN. 


1 Ὃ δὲ βαθύτερον τὸ τοιοῦτον ἐξε- | Παῦλος" καὶ ἁφῆς, καθ᾽ ἣν Ἰωάννης 
τάζων ἐρεῖ, ὅτι οὔσης, ὡς ἡ γραφὴ | φησὶ ταῖς χερσὶν ἐψηλαφηκέναι περὶ 
ὠνόμασε, θείας τινὸς γενικῆς αἰσθή- τοῦ Λόγου τῆς Cons’ οἱ μακάριοι 
σεως, ἣν μόνος ὁ μακάριος εὑρίσκει | προφῆται τὴν θείαν ‘alo Onow εὑρόντες, 
ἤδη, κατὰ τὸ λεγόμενον καὶ παρὰ τῷ καὶ βλέποντες θείως, καὶ ἀκούοντες 


Σολομῶμτι, ὅτι αἴσθησιν θείαν εὑρήη- θείως, καὶ γενόμενοι ὁμοίως, καὶ 
σεις καὶ ὄντων εἰδῶν ταύτης τῆς  ὀσφραινόμενοι (iv οὕτως ὀνομάσω) 


αἰσθήσεως, ὁράσεως πεφυκυίας βλέπειν | αἰσθήσει οὐκ αἰσθητῇ, καὶ ἁπτόμενοι 
τὰ κρείττονα σωμάτων πράγματα ἐν τοῦ Λόγον μετὰ πίστεως, ὥστ᾽ ἀποῤ- 


οἷς δηλοῦται τὰ Χερουβὶμ ἣ τὰ Zepa- | 


φίμ' καὶ ἀκοῆς ἀντιληπτικῆς φωνῶν, 
οὐχὶ ἐν ἀέρι τὴν οὐσίαν ἐχουσῶν καὶ 
γεύσεως χρωμένης ἄρτῳ ζῶντι, καὶ ἐξ 
οὐρανοῦ καταβεβηκότι, καὶ ζωὴν δι- 
δόντε τῷ κόσμῳ' οὕτως δὲ καὶ ὁσ- 
φρήσεως ὀσφραινομένης τοιῶνδε, καθὸ 
Χριστοῦ εὐωδία λέγει εἶναι τῷ Θεῷ 


ῥοὴν αὐτοῦ εἰς αὐτοὺς ἥκειν θερα- 
πεύουσαν αὐτοὺς, οὕτως ἑώρων ἃ 
ἀναγράφουσιν ἑωρακέναι καὶ ἤκονον ἃ 
λέγουσιν ἀκηκοέναι, καὶ τὰ παραπλή- 
σια ἔπασχον, ὡς ἀνέγραφον, κεφαλίδα 
ἐσθίοντες διδομένην αὐτοῖς βιβλίου.--- 
Origen, Coutra Celsum, I. § 48. 
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not water but wine. Nor can his Blood, by which we are re- 
deemed and quickened, seem to be in the cup when there is no 
wine in the cup, by which the Blood of Christ is set forth.” ! 
The purport of this passage is to represent the Eucharist as a 
commemorative sacrifice, but nothing more. And the same is 
expressed in another paragraph of the same letter still more 
unequivocally. “If Jesus Christ our Lord and God is him- 
self the High Priest of God, and offered himself first of all a 
sacrifice to his Father, and commanded this (rite) to be per- 
formed in commemoration of him, surely that Priest truly 
discharges his functions in Christ’s stead who copies that 
which Christ did; and then it is he offers a true and fall 
sacrifice in the Church to God the Father, when he is found 
making his oblation as he has seen Christ make it... . 
Wherefore, as often as we offer the cup in commemoration of 
the Lord amd of his Passion, let us do what it appears that 
our Lord did ;”’* with much more to the same purpose; for 
though the subject of the letter is the necessity of using wine 
as a symbol in the Eucharist and not water, still the line of 
reasoning adopted proves very satisfactorily that the whole 
was regarded as a commemorative act. Taking these passages, 
then, as keys to others, we shall be able to construe correctly 
such expressions as the following, of which Cyprian is full— 
“The Presbyters who make the oblations with the Confes- 
sors—”* “We ask God’s ample blessing upon you, both 
when im the sacrifice we make prayers with the congregation, 
and when we offer up our petitions in private ’ ‘—“ Priests 
who daily perform the sacrifices of God;”* a parallel to, 


1 Admonitos autem nos scias ut in 
calice offerendo Dominica traditio ser- 
vetur, neque aliud fiat a nobis quam 
quod pro nobis Dominus prior fecerit, 
ut calice qui in commemorationem ejus 
offertur, mixtus vino offeratur. Nam 
cum dicat Christus, Ego sum vitis vera, 
sanguis Christi non aqua est utique, sed 
vinum. Nec potest videri sanguis ejus, 
quo redempti et vivificati sumus, esse in 
calice, quando vinum desit calici, quo 
Christi sanguis ostenditur.—Cyprian, 
Ep. Ixiji. § 2. 

3 Nam si Jesus Christus Dominus et 
Deus noster ipse est summus sacerdos 
Dei Patris, et sacrificium Patri seipsum 
primus obtulit, et hoc fieri in sui com- 


memorationem preecepit, utique ille sa- 
cerdos vice Christi vere fungitur qui id 
quod Christus fecit imitatur, et sacrifi- 
clum verum et plenum tune offert in 
Ecclesia Deo Patri, si sic incipiat offerre 
secundum quod ipsum Christum videat 
obtulisse. . . .—§ 14. 

Quotiescunque ergo calicem in com- 
memorationem Domini et passionis ejus 
offerimus, id quod constat Dominum fe- 
cisse faciamus.—§ 18. 

8 Presbyterl qui apud confessores of- 
ferunt.—Ep. iv. 

4 Quando in sacrificiis precem cam 
pluribus facimus.—xv. § 1. 

¥ Sacerdotes, qui sacrificia Dei quo- 
tidie celebramus.—liv. § 3. 
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“daily drinking the cup of the Blood of Christ.”' We find 
the analogy repeatedly drawn between the Levitical sacrifice 
and the Eucharist. Mention is repeatedly made of the 
“altar” in the Church: of “the altar being set up: ” ® of 
“assisting at God’s altar:”* of “the Priestly order being 
wholly occupied in serving at the altar and at the sacrifice: ”’* 
of “the Priesthood offering sacrifices at the altar: ’’ δ of one 
who is “an enemy to the altar, and a rebel against the sacri- 
fice of Christ.” ᾿ 

‘we discover Gyan recognising no less clearly the 
Body and Blood of Christ as spiritually present in the Eucha- 
rist, and as serving to strengthen the souls of the communi- 
cants. “But now it is not for the weak, but for the strong 
that the Pax is necessary: it is not to the dying, but the 
living that we have to give the Communion, in order that we 
may not leave unarmed and naked those whom we excite and 
exhort to the battle; but may fortify them by the protection 
of the Body and Blood of Christ. And since the Eucharist 
is expressly for this, that it may be a defence to those who 
receive it, let us arm those who wish to be safe against the 
enemy with the muniment of the fatness (or plenteousness) of 
the Lord.”*® Cyprian too in his turn applies the language of 
the sixth chapter of St. John to the Eucharist—“ We pray 
that this bread may be given us daily, in order that we who 
are in Christ, and daily receive the Eucharist as the food of 
salvation, may not be separated from Christ’s body by reason 
of any grievous sin intervening, so that we should be pro- 
hibited from partaking of the heavenly bread. For Christ 
himself tells us, I am the bread of life which came down from 


' Quotidie calicem sanguinis Christi 
bibere. —Ep. lvi. § 1. 

7 De Lapsis, § xv.; Testimoniorum, 
III. ὁ. xciv. 

8 Considentibus Dei sacerdotibus et 
altari posito.—Ep. xlii. § 2. 

4Ut altari Dei assistat antistes.— 
lviii. § 2. 

Quando singuli divino sacerdotio 
honorati et in clerico ministerio consti- 
tuti non nisi alteri et sacrificiis deser- 
vire et precibus atque orationibus va- 
care debeant.—Ixvi. δ 2. 

6 Aut quia Novatianus altare collocare 
et sacrificia offerre contra fas nititur, ab 
altari et sacrificiis cessare nos oportet ? 


— lI xxiii. § 2. 

T Hostis altaris, adversus sacrificium 
Christi rebellis.—De Unitate Ecclesin, 
§ xvii. 

8 At vero nunc non infirmis, sed for- 
tibus pax necessaria est: nec morien- 
tibus, sed viventibus communicatio a 
nobis danda est: ut quos excitamus et 
hortamur ad prelium, non inermes et 
nudos relinquamus, sed protectione san- 
guinis et corporis Christi muniamus : et 
cum ad hoc fiat Eucharistia, ut possit 
accipientibus esse tutela; quos tutos 
esse contra adversarium volumus, mu- 
nimento dominice saturitatis armemus. 
—Ep. liv. § 2. 
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heaven. If any one shall eat of my bread he shall live for 
ever ; but the bread which I will give him is my flesh for life 
eternal.' Since then he says, that he who shall eat of this 
bread, lives for ever; as it is manifest that they live who 
touch his body and receive the Eucharist by virtue of the 
Communion (or by being entitled to communicate) ; so on the 
other hand is it to be feared that he who is prohibited from 
the Body of Christ is not in a state of salvation.”* This 
mystical presence in the Eucharist is further represented by 
Cyprian, as effected through the agency of the Holy Ghost, 
who is invoked upon it. “For the oblation,” says he, “can- 
not be sanctified where the Holy Spirit is lacking.” * 

Neither can it be alleged with truth of this Sacrament any 
more than of the other, that the Fathers regard the opus ope- 
ratum as sufficient to secure the benefits which belong to it. 
For their language still is, that there must be a fitness in the 
recipient in order to render its virtues availing. This, indeed, 
has appeared from quotations already made. According to 
Justin Martyr, none can partake of it but the faithful and 
such as are living in obedience to Christ.*- According to Ire- 
neous, the heart of the worthy communicant must be clean, 
his faith without bypocrisy, his hope steadfast, his charity fer- 
vent.’ Clemens Alexandrinus considers the previous searching 
of the heart so much a matter of course, that he takes for 
granted it is submitted to by all who propose to themselves to 
partake of the Eucharist—persons actually partaking or not, as 
their conscience, which is the safest guide, directs: and he 
uses their case in illustration of another which he considers 
parallel to theirs.° Tertullian expressly calls to the recollection 


1 John vi. 51. 
3 Hunc autem panem dari nobis quo- 
tidie postulamus, ne qui in Christo su- 


(Senres IT. 


jure communicationis accipiunt, ita con- 
tra timendum est et orandum ne, dum 
quis abstentus separatur a Christi cor- 


mug, et Eucharistiam quotidie ad cibum 
salutis accipimus, intercedente aliquo 
graviore delicto, dum abstenti et non 
communicantes a celesti pane prohi- 
bemur, a Christi corpore separemur, 
ipso preedicante et monente: Ego sum 
panis vitse qui de clo descendi. Si quis 
ederit de meo pane, vivet in sternum. 
Panis autem quem ego dedero caro mea 


est pro smculi vita. Quando ergo dicit : 


in sesternum vivere si quis ederit de ejus 
pane, ut manifestum est eos vivere qui 


corpus ejus attingunt et Eucharistiam | Εὐχαριστίαν τινὲς διανείμαντες, 


pore, procul remaneat a salute.-—De 
Oratione Dominica, § xviii. 

3 Quando nec oblatio sanctificari illic 
possi ubit Spiritus sanctus non sit.— 
Ep. lxiv. § 4. 

4 Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 66. 

δ Trenseus, 1V. 6. xviii. § 4. 

5 ᾿Ανάγκη τοίνυν ἄμφω τούτω δο- 
κιμάζειν σφᾶς αὐτούς" τὸν μὲν, εἰ 
ἄξιος λέγειν τε καὶ ὑπομνή κατα- 
λιμπάνειν' τὸν δὲ εἰ ἀκροᾶσθαΐ τε 
καὶ ἐντυγχάνειν δίκαιος. , Β καὶ τὴν 
ὡς 
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of parties, who might be tempted to attend the shows, the 
manner in which they would forfeit by so doing, the engage- 
ment this Sacrament had laid them under ; quoting pointedly 
passages from its Service’; a use of it in a particular case, 
which Justin had told us was made of it in general; his, 
testimony being, that Christians were wont to remind one an- 
other of their duties by a reference to the Eucharist and the 
life it pledged them to.* Origen, we saw, gave it a sanctify- 
ing power for those only who partook of it “with a good: 
purpose of heart.’’* Cyprian insists upon the fear and reve- 
rence with which it should be approached, and the purity 
which should characterize the communicants if they would not 
draw down upon themselves a curse instead of a blessing.‘ 
And on another occasion, after enumerating the preparations 
which were to be made, if we would not be guilty of the 
Body and Blood of the Lord, he continues, “If all these pre- 
cautions be despised ; if they partake” (it is of the lapsed he 
is speaking), “before they have expiated their offences, before 
they have made confession of their sin, before they have 
purged their consciences by the prayer and imposition of hands 
of the Priest ; they do violence to the Body and Blood of the 
Lord, and offend more against him both by their hands and 
by their mouth, than when they denied the Lord.”* So that 
nothing can be more wide of the mark than‘to suppose, that 
because the Fathers, in opposition to the Socinian, assign to 
the Sacrament of the Eucharist a very high position in the 
scale of the means of grace, they make the virtue which be- 
longs to it, begin and terminate with the act, instead of con- 
sidering it an incentive to a good life, a powerful auxiliary to 
it, and a guarantee that it shall be laboured after. 


ἔθος, αὐτὸν δὴ ἕκαστον τοῦ λαοῦ 
λαβεῖν τὴν μοῖραν ἐπιτρέπουσιν. 
Ἄρτι γὰρ πρὸς τὴν ἀκριβῆ αἵρεσίν 
τε καὶ φυγὴν ἡ συνείδησιν --- Clem. 
Alex. διχοιηβῖ, 1. § i. p. 318. 
' Tertullian, De Spectaculis, c. xxv. 
Ξ " Justin Martyr, Apol. I. § 67. 
1 Origen, Contra Celsum, VIII. § 33. 
4 Cum timore et honore Eucharistiam 
accipiendam. In Levitico : “ Anima au- 
tem quecunque manducaverit ex carne 
sacrificii salutaris, quod est Domini, et 
immunditia ipsius super ipsum est, pe- 
ribit anima illade populo suo.” Item ad 
Corinthios prim&: “Quicunque ederit 


panem aut biberit calicem Domini in- 
digne, reus erit corporis et sanguinis 
Domini.” — Cyprian, Testimoniorum, 
IIT. 6. xciv. 

§Spretis his omnibus atque con- 
temptis, ante expiata delicta, ante exo- 
mologesin factam criminis, ante pur- 
gatam conscientiam sacrificio et manu 
sacerdotis, ante offensam placatam in- 
dignantis Domini et minantis, vis in- 
fertur corpori ejus et sanguini, et plus 
modo in Dominum manibus atque ore 
delinquunt, quam cum Dominum nega 
verunt.—De Lapsis, § xvi. 


H 
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LECTURE XIII. 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: IT. Their testimony 
opposed to the Calvinistic scheme, 1°. On the freedom of the will. The as 
sertion of it by the Fathers distinct and emphatic. 2°. On the degree of ha- 
man corruption. The consequences of the Fall recognised by the Fathers, but 
not in a manner satisfactory to the Calvinist. Their language upon this point 
dubious and conflicting. Cause of their embarrassment. Llustrations. Vin- 
dication of the Fathers from the charge of Pelagianism. Their teaching on 
the necessity of Divine grace for the recovery and restoration of man. 


II. 


T is a further matter of much consequence in our interpre- 
tation of Scripture, whether we are disposed to adopt as 

a general principle the Calvinistic system or not. I mean 
that the bias on our minds which this system impresses would 
insensibly make itself felt in the turn we give to our exposi- 
tion of a great number of texts, the meaning of which admits 
of debate. Thus as the effect of the former bias discovered 
itself in the Annotations of Grotius, so the effect of this bias 
discovers itself in Beza’s translation of the New Testament, 
and through that, in some degree on our own. Now I do 
not say, that the early Fathers are to decide us peremptorily 
on this question, but I do think that their testimony upon it, 
and especially if that testimony be unanimous, is entitled to 
great consideration. But unanimous it is against the leading 
doctrines of Calvin. I could produce pages after pages from 
the early Fathers in support of this assertion, but must confine 
myself to a few references ; a sample from a whole magazine. 


§ 1. 
On the Freedom of the Will. 


Thus Justin Martyr maintains the doctrine of the freedom 
of the will, against the doctrine of necessity, over and over 
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again. He talks of man “making choice of the better part 
according to that freedom of will which belongs to him.”' He 
insists upon such freedom being requisite in order that man 
should be rendered accountable for his actions. “If it were 
decreed that one man should be good and another bad, the 
former would not be a subject for praise, nor the latter for cen- 
sure ;”* with much to the same effect in other places ; for the 
antinomianism of some of the early heretics led the Fathers to 
express themselves more fully upon this point than perhaps 
they otherwise would have done. 

Irenzeus is equally explicit. He maintains the justice of © 
man’s condemnation, if condemned he is, on the ground of 
his will being free.’ A considerable part of the thirty-seventh 
chapter of the fourth book is occupied in a discussion of this 
subject. He argues that they who do good or who do evil, 
will properly receive reward or punishment, because they re- 
spectively had it in their power to do otherwise: that the 
Scriptures urge men to act right, as if it rested with themselves 
to do so: and he infers from such texts that God encourages 
to obedience, but does not force.* 

Tertullian repeatedly expresses himself to the same purport. 
“Tt is not the part of a sound faith,” says he, “to refer every- 
thing to God’s will after such a manner as this; and flatter 
ourselves that nothing is done without his consent, as though 
we had no power in ourselves; for at that rate every crime 
would have its excuse .... God sets before us what is and 
what is not his will, and then we have full choice to follow 
the one or the other.”® “God hardened Pharaoh’s heart,” 
says he in another place, “but then Pharaoh had deserved his 
ruin to be thus prepared for him, because he had denied God, 
and repeatedly rejected his ambassadors.’’* I could multiply 
extracts from him to a great extent, but refrain for the sake 
of brevity. 

Those which Clemens Alexandrinus furnishes of the same 
character are still more numerous. “(God is not to be blamed 
for the offence of him, who will not choose the best. It is 
the business of the one party (those who preach) to put out 


1 Justin Martyr, De Monarchia, § 6. δ Tertullian, De Exhortatione Casti- 
2 Apol. I. § 48. tatis, ©. ii. 
3 Irenseus, ΤΥ. ὁ. iv. § 3; ὁ. xv. § 2. © Adversus Marcionem, II. ὁ. xiv. 
4 [V. c. xxxvil. §§ 2, 3, 4. 
HH 2 
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his word to interest ; it 1s the business of the other party 
(those who hear) to prove it, and choose it or not; but by 
their own judgment will they be judged.”' “To them which 
are called, both Jews and Gentiles, (we preach) Christ, the 
power of God and the wisdom of God:” on which again 
Clemens remarks, “All mankind then being called, they who 
are willing to obey, are named the called: for there is no 
unrighteousness with God: but they of either race, who 
believe, are his peculiar people.” ” | 

Origen is of the same mind. Celsus has suggested that 
‘the moral world, like the physical, is made up of a series of 
revolutions ; the positive amount of evil in it being a constant 
quantity. In reply to this, Origen contends that such a 
theory would be destructive of the principle of free-will: 
that in such case it became a matter of necessity that Socrates 
should philesophize, and be accused of introducing new Gods, 
and of corrupting the youth; and that Anytus and Melitus 
should bring the charge against him; and the Areopagus 
condemn him to death; and in like manner, that when the 
cycle came round, Phalaris should play the tyrant, and so on: 
under which circumstances, adds Origen, “I know not how 
our volition can be secured, or how there will be any room 
for praise or blame.’’* “Take away volition,” says he, “from 
virtue and you take away its very essence.”* In his treatise 
on prayer he has an express dissertation on the freedom of the 
will; naturally led to it by his subject, and the necessity of 
showing that the effect of prayer was not destroyed, as it 
would be by fixed decrees.» Numerous other extracts might 
be produced from this Father of a similar kind ; but it may 
suffice to refer onee for all to the first chapter of the third 
book “ De Principiis,” of which the Greek is preserved (and 
therefore the evidence above suspicion) in the Philocalia; the 
title of the chapter being, “Concerning the freedom of the 
will, with a solution and explanation of those passages in 
Scripture which may seem to deny it ;” and the character of 
it to be gathered from the following paragraph, “Since then 
there are myriads of texts in Scripture which very clearly set 


1 Clem. Alex. Stromat. I. § i. p. 818. | ἑκούσιον, ἀνεῖλες αὐτῆς καὶ τὴν οὐσίαν. 
3. Stromat. 1. 6. xviii. p. 371. —§ 3. 

5 Origen, Contra Celsum, IV. § 67. 5 De Oratione, §§ 5, 6. 

4 “Ὅτι ἀρετῆς μὲν ἐάν ἀνέλῃς τὸ ; 
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forth the freedom of the will; but at the same time there are 
certain expressions in the Old and New Testament which tend 
to the contrary, that is to say, imply that it does not rest 
with ourselves to keep the Commandments and be saved, or 
to transgress them and perish ; let us produce several of these, 
and consider the solution of them: that so, in like manner, 
any man may understand for himself the solution of all those 
which seem to extinguish the freedom of the will.’’’ 

Cyprian is no less decided on the question than the others. 
“ What wonder is it,” writes he to Cornelius, “that the 
Lord’s minister, the Bishop, should be forsaken, when the Lord 
himself was, who said to his disciples, ‘ Will ye also go away ?’ 
where he had regard to that law by which a man, left to his 
liberty, and established in his own free-will, chooses for 
himself either death or salvation.””* “The Apostle John,’ 
says he again, “execrates and reproves those who depart from 
the Church—‘ They went out from us, but they were not of 
us; for if they had been of us, they would no doubt have 
continued with us’-—but the Lord permits these things, by 
reason that our own free-will subsists, in order that whilst 
the test of truth is applied to our minds, the sound faith of 
such as are approved may be made manifest.”* Much more I 
could add to our purpose from this same Father ; but let this 
suffice: 


§ 2. 
On the Degree of the Corruption of Human Nature. 


Such emphatic enunciation of the freedom of the will is in 
itself enough to prove that the early Fathers did not hold the 
total corruption of human nature, in the Calvinistic sense, as 
the result of the Fall. Other arguments, however, to the 
same effect, are not wanting; though it is to be observed 
that nothing can be less systematic or less organized than 
their notions on this subject: I might say, often even contra- 
dictory ; such inconsistency partly, perhaps, arising from the 
point never having been canvassed by men with any care, as 

'De Principiis, III. o i. §§ 6, 7. | on Gen. i. 14. 


Origen has also a dissertation on the | * Cyprian, Ep. lv. § 7. 
freedom of the will in his commentary | * De Unitate Ecclesie, §§ ix. x. 
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it eventually was by controversialists of a later day—a re- 
mark which applies to many other theological topics as han- 
dled by the Fathers—and partly .from the embarrassment of 
their position ; for whilst Scripture and self-experience com- 
pelled them to admit the grievous corruption of our nature, 
they had perpetually to contend against a powerful body of 
heretics who made such corruption the ground for affirming 
that a world so evil could not have been created by a good 
God, but was the work of a Demiurgus. The embarrassment 
itself, and the nature of it, is very perceptible in Tertullian’s 
treatise against Marcion; the Marcionites disparaging the 
creation, which Tertullian undertakes to defend'; as well as 
in several passages of the Stromata of Clemens.’ 

Accordingly Barnabas represents the heart of the natural 
man as “a, house of devils” *; but then he also represents the 
natural man as being still ‘the image οὗ God.” ‘ 

Tatian considers the soul to have been created of two prin- 
ciples ; the one called ψυχῆ, which was material, being a por- 
tion of the material substance which pervaded the universe ὅ ; 
the other not material, called “the image and likeness of 
God,” δ the “holy spirit,”’ the “perfect spirit.”* He main- 
tains that man, by the abuse of his free-will (for with freedom 
of will he was created®) lost this latter spirit; or retained 
only as it were a spark of ἐξ: that his soul consequently 
became mortal through privation of the spirit; that hence it 
gravitates downwards towards matter, itself material; dies, 
and is dissolved with the body, but will rise again at the end 
of the world and receive punishment eternal” ; that this natural 
tendency of the deserted soul downwards is aggravated by 
matter which seeks to subdue it to itself, and by demons 
who would willingly prevent its ever rising towards heaven 
again ; nevertheless, that man has ὑξ in his power to recover 
the sprrit, to unite the soul with it again; when, if the body 


1 See especially Adversus Marcionem, 8 Barnabas, § xvi. 
I. c. xiv. Postremo te {ἰδὲ circumfer, 45 xx. 
intus ac foris considera hominem, etc. δ Tatian, Oratio contra Gratcos, § 12. 


2 See Clem. Alex. Stromat. IV. 8 vii. 6 Ibid. T5115. 8 § 20. 
p. 584. “Iva μὴ ὡς Μαρκίων dyapio- | 5 §§ 7, 11. 
ToS ἐκδέξηταί τις τὴν δημιουργίαν | 9 ᾿Απολωλέκαμεν.---- 15. 
κακήν. And IV. § xii. p. 605. Td] " Ὥσπερ évavopa τῆς δυνάμεως 
δὲ ἀγαπᾷν τοὺς ἐχθροὺς, οὐκ ἀγαπᾷν αὐτοῦ.--- 13. 
τὸ κακὸν λέγει. And V. § xiv. p. 731. | 15 ἐς 13, 17, 
Alria ἑλομένου" Θεὸς ἀναίτιος. 
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be kept clean, the spirit will dwell in it, as in a temple; that 
it is open to all thus to recover this spirit; and to revert to 
man’s ancient estate! 

Athenagoras gives token, whenever his argument leads him 
to touch on the question, that his ideas of the corruption of 
our nature are anything but those of Calvin—indeed are very 
unsettled, very imperfect. Thus in one place he says, that 
man, “ according to the determination of his own reason, and 
the operation of the ruler who has obtarned dominion over 
him, and of the attendant demons, is carried in different direc- 
tions, though the power of reasoning is common to all.”? 
When it is considered that by this ruler, who had obtained 
dominion over man, Athenagoras meant (as he defines him 
elsewhere *) the spirit who is opposed to God and his good 
designs, we must regard him as having here in contemplation 
the Fall and its fatal effects. Nevertheless, he elsewhere con- 
tends, that man not being called into existence for a time, but 
for eternity, must accordingly have his nature permanently 
secured ; his nature, which consists of body as well as soul ; 
the two together forming man ; in this respect distinguished 
from animals, as he is distinguished from them “ by bearing 
in himself the image of his Maker; by being endued with 
understanding, and by partaking of reason and judgment.” : 
And again, that “if the understanding and reason are given 
to man for the discernment, not of substances merely, but of 
ideas too ; of the goodness, for instance, the wisdom, the jus- 
tice of the Giver ; it follows that whilst those objects remain, 
on account of which the rational faculty of discrimination was 
given, the faculty itself, so given, will remain. But this can- 
not remain, unless the nature which is its receptacle re- 
main; but the receptacle of the mind is the man; therefore 
the man must remain, compounded as he is of both parts ; 
but that cannot be without a resurrection.” The reasoning 
evidently turns on the presumption that certain moral percep- 
tions are to be found in the souls of all mankind ; or, in other 


! Tatian, Oratio Contra Grecos, 
$§ 15, 16, 11, 20. 

3 Κατὰ δὲ τὸν ἴδιον éavrod λόγον 
καὶ τὴν τοῦ sta ἄρχυντος, καὶ 
τῶν παρακολονθοῦντ νων ἐν- 
epytlay ἄλλος ἄλλων ρεταε καὶ 
κινεῖται. --- Athenagoras, Legatio pro 


Christianis, § 25. 
8 Ibid. See also Bishop Kaye's Jus- 
tin Martyr, p. 105. 
“Athenagoras, De Mortuorum Re- 
surrectione, § 12. 
55 15. 
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words, that the corruption of our nature is not total. Indeed, 
in one passage, written however probably without much 
thought, he seems to overlook original in actual sin ; and as- 
serts that infants will not be brought to judgment, seeing 
that they have done neither good nor evil.’ 

Theophilus describes the Fall as causing “blindness of soul 
and hardness of heart in man ;”? and postpones the concep- 
tion of Cain to a period later than that event*: yet he teaches 
that every one who pleases (ὁ βουλόμενοϑ) may attain everlast- 
ing life*: and tells Autolycus, that, if he wishes it, he may be 
healed.* 

Trenseus speaks repeatedly of the image and likeness of 
God having been “lost” at the Fall®; “cast away ; "7 of the 
Fall having “alienated” us from God*; of man being “ van- 
quished and demolished” by the Fall®; of the recovery from 
the Fall being altogether owing to God, “man having by his 
own nature nothing incorruptible about him, no natural 
similitude to God.” '® And yet elsewhere we find him ex- 
tenuating the disastrous effects of the Fall; quoting with 
approbation, for instance, against Tatian and those who 
maintained that Adam perished for his sin, even in spite of 
the advent of Christ, the remark of an ancient writer, that 
God devolved the curse upon the ground in order that it 
might not rest on man; and adding that Adam and Eve had 
their troubles in the toil to which the one, the pains of child- 
birth to which the other was subjected, and in the death 
which was awarded to them both, but that the weight of the 
curse fell on the serpent; that Adam was still in a con- 
dition to feel at once strong compunction for his sin ; become 

1 El yap μόνον τὸ κατὰ τὴν κρίσιν! 


nem esse Dei, hoc in Christo Jesu 
δίκαιον τῆς σεως ἦν αἴτιον, 


reciperemus.—Irenseusg, LIT. 60 xvili. § 1. 


ἐχρῆν δήπου τοὺς μηδὲν ἡμαρτηκότας, 
ἣ κατορθώσαντας, μηδ᾽ ἀνίστασθαι, 
τουτέστι τοὺς κομιδὴ νέους παῖδας. 
᾿Ἐξὸν δὲ πάντας ἀνίστασθαι, τούς τε 
ἄλλους, καὶ δὴ καὶ τοὺς κατὰ τὴν 
πρώτην ἡλικίαν τελευτήσαντας. ---- 
Athenagoras, De Mortuorum Kesur- 
reatione, § 14, 

3 Theophilus, Ad Autolycun, I. § 7. 

SII. § 98. 


SI. § 7. 
6 Ut quod perdideramus in Adam, id 
est, secundum imrginem et similitudi- 


Διὰ τοῦτο δὴ καὶ τὴν ὁμοίωσιν 
ῥᾳδίως ἀπέβαλεν.---Υ. c. xvi. § 2. 

* Kt quoniam injuste dominabatar 
nobis apostasia, et quum naturAé esse- 
mus Dei omnipotentis, alienavit nos 
contra naturam.—V. c. i. § 1. 

9 Victus et cligus per inobedientiam. 
—IIT. c. xviii. § 2. 

1° Nec unquam de Deo contrarium 
sensum accipiat homo, propriam natu- 
raliter arbitrans eam, que circa se esset, 
incorruptelam, et non tenens Veritatem, 
inani supercilio jactaretur, quasi natu- 
raliter similis esset Deo.— III. c. xx. § 1. 
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penitent ; submit himself to sharp penance; and so to obtain 
mercy.’ In the same spirit we perceive him on another 
occasion applying the language of St. Paul in the seventh 
chapter of the Epistle to the Romans, descriptive of the 
struggle between the will and the conscience, apparently to 
the natural or unregenerate man, as though there were virtue 
enough left in him, even since the Fall, to be productive of 
this conflict.2 And again, when speaking of the mysteries 
which mankind must expect to encounter in the Scriptures 
from their incapacity to fathom writings dictated by the Word 
of God and his Spirit, his phrase is, “inasmuch as we are 
defective and very far removed from the Word of God and 
his Spirit”’*—an obscure sentence certainly in the Latin, 
and the Greek is lost, but still not calculated to convey the 
extremest notions of the amount of damage caused by the 
Fall. 

If we turn to Tertullian, we shall discover him evidently 
recognising on the whole the evil consequences of the Fall, 
but not in a manner satisfactory to the Calvinist—indeed, 
his trumpet, like that of the other Fathers, giving an un- 
certain sound. On the one hand he tells us that man had 
“departed” from a good God *: that man was at first circum- 
vented by Satan, “the corrupter of the whole world ; so that 
he transgressed the cormmand of God, and was therefore con- 
signed to death; and thence made the whole human race, 
now contaminated by being sprung from his seed, partakers 
also of that condemnation which befell him ;”°* as offsets are 
partakers of the properties of the stock—it is not easy for 
words to convey a more ample acknowledgment of original or 
birth-sin than this, or one more thoroughly Anti-Pelagian— 
that at the Fall man was lost wholly and not merely in part, 
“since the transgression which was the cause of his being lost 
was committed both by a desire of: the mind and by an act 
of the flesh, and so made the whole man fully deserve per- 

1 Trenewus, III. c. xxiii. §§ 3, 4, 5. timonio Anima, ὁ. ii. 

5 III. o. xx. 8 3. 5 Quem (sc. Satanam) nos dicimus 

8 Nos autem secundum quod minores | malitic angelum, totius erroris artificem, 
sumus et novissimi a Verbo οὶ et | totius seculi interpolatorem, per quem 
Spiritu ejus, secundum hoc et scientia | homo a primordio circumventus, ut pree- 
mysteriorum ejus indigemus.—lII. ὁ. | ceptum Dei excederet, et propterea in 
XXViii. § 2. mortem datus, exinde totum genus de 


4 Ideo malum hominem, quia a Deo | suo semine infectum, sum etiam dam- 
bono abscesserit.—Tertullian, De Tes- | nationis traducem fecit.—c. iii, 
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dition,” "the latter clause serving to explain the sense in 
which wholly is to be here understood ; namely, that the Fall 
affected both the soul and body of man—that the enemy of 
God, the destroyer, “when he succeeded in casting man down 
from his innocence at first, the image and workmanship of 
God as he was, and the possessor of the universe, changed 
also his entvre substance, which was created pure as his own, 
into perverseness against his Maker, like his own:”* that 
‘‘man departed from his Maker both in body and soul: ”* 
that “the devil transfigured the spirit of man by his malice :”’* 
that we cannot safely take nature for our guide, seeing that 
“the devil has corrupted the whole creation which ministers 
to man’s use, together with man hemeelf ; for the Apostle 
speaks of the creation as made subject unto vanity: ” that 
“accordingly touching spectacles, the world is abused by those 
who maintain that all the component parts of these spectacles 
are of God ; forgetting all the while that all things have been 
changed by the devil: ”* that “man had been innocent, the 
close friend of God, the inhabitant of paradise ; but that when 
he once gave way to impatience” (this occurs in the 
tract “De Patientii”) “he ceased to be wise unto God; he 
ceased to be able to sustain heavenly things; henceforth man 
was given to the earth, an outcast from the sight of God; 


1 Imprimis, cum ad hoc venisse se di- | —De Spectaculis, c. ii. 


cit, uti quod periit, salvum faciat, quid 
dicas perisse? Hominem sine dubio. 
Totumne, an ex parte? Utique totum: 
siquidem transgressio, que perditionis 
humane causa est, tam anime in- 
stinctu ex concupiscentid, quam et car- 
nis actu ex degustatione commissa, to- 
tum hominem elogio transgressionis in- 
scripsit, atque exinde merito perditionis 
implevit—De Resurrectione Carnis, ὁ. 
Xxxiv. 

* Nos igitur qui, Domino cognito, 
etiam emulum ejus inspicimus, qui, in- 
stitutore comperto, etiam interpolatorem 
una deprehendimus, neque mirari, neque 
dubitare oportet, quum ipsum homi- 
nem, opus et imaginem Dei, totius uni- 
versitatis possessorem, illa vis interpo- 
latoris et emulatoris angeli ab initio de 
integritate dejecerit, universam substan- 
tiam ejus pariter cum ipso integritati in- 
stitatam, pariter cum ipso in perversi- 
tatem demutarit adversus institutorem. 


8 Ipse homo omnium flagitioram auc- 
tor, non tantum opus Dei, verum etiam 
imago est, et tamen et corpore et spirita 
descivit a suo institutore.—Ibid. 

418 est diabolus. Nam quis corpus 
mutare monstraret, nisi qui et hominis 
Bpiritum malitid transfiguravit ?—De 
Cultu Fominarun, IT. c. v. 

δ Queris an conditioni ejus fruends 
natura nobis debeat preire, ne illé ra- 
piamur qua Dei emulus universam con- 
ditionem certis usibus homini manci- 
patam, cum ipso homine corrupit, unde 
eam et apostolus invitam ait vanitati 
succidisse, vanis primum usibus, tam 
turpibus, et injustis, et impiis, subver- 
sam? Sio itaque et circa voluptates 
spectaculorum infamata conditio est ab 
eis qui naturA quidem, Dei omnia sen- 
tiunt, ex quibus spectacula instruuntur ; 
scientid autem deficiunt illud quoque in- 
telligere, omnia esse a diabolo mutata. 
—De Corona, c. vi. 
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and began to be made subservient, through impatience, to 
whatever would offend God :”' that the image and likeness of 
God was taken away at the Fall by the devil?; was ruined’; 
was destroyed *; was lost by sin® ; was stolen by the serpent.° 
And yet, on the other hand, this same Tertullian writes, 
“Render therefore unto Cesar the things that are Cesar’s, 
and unto God the things that are God’s; that is, Czesar’s 
image, which was on the money, to Ceesar ; God’s image, which 
is in man, to God.”’ Again, after man had been driven out 
of Paradise, “God,” says he, “made a covenant to pardon his 
handiwork, his image.”*® Again, the treatise “De Anima” 
clearly recognises the existence of virtue, more or less, in the 
natural man. Tertullian is here disposed to admit Plato's 
division of the substance of the soul into the rational and the 
irrational, though not to assign both parts to it in its original 
creation: maintaining that, rational in its first constitution, 
the irrational portion was added to it at the Fal], and coa- 
lesced with it as completely as if it had belonged to it from 
the beginning ὃ; that, since the Fall, it has ever been brought 
into existence of this mixed character; and being besides 
waylaid at its birth by the evil spirit, sustains further damage 
in that shape”; nevertheless, that there is virtue in it still; 
what came from God not so much extinguished as over- 
shadowed ; the worst soul having in it some good, the best 
some evil; that it is the remains of its primitive nature, which 
prompts it to bear witness of God by sudden and involuntary 
exclamations, such as “God is good ;” “God sees ;” “I com- 
mend it unto God;”" that hence even heathen philosophy 


1 Innocens erat, et Deo de proximo 
amicus, et Paradisi colonus. At ubi se- 
mel succidit impatientie desivit Deo sa. 
pere, desivit celestia sustinere posse. 
Exinde homo terre datus, et ab oculis 
Dei ejectus, facile usurpari ab impa- 
tientiA capit in omne quod Deum of- 
fenderet.—De Patientia, o. v. 

2A diabolo captam.—De Carne 
Christi, c. xvii. 

8 Tu imaginem Dei, hominum, tam 
facile elisisti_De Cultu Feminaram, 
I. ¢. 1. 

4 Abierat in perditionem—De Carne 
Christi, c. xvii. 

+ Recipit enim illum Dei spiritum, 
quem tunc de afflatu ejus acceperat, 


sed post amiserat per delictum.—De 
Baptismo, 6. v. 

6 Tile (sc. serpens) a primordio divins 
imaginis preedo.—Adversus Valentinia- 
nos, ὁ. 1]. 

T Reddite, ait, que sunt Cesaris, Οω- 
sari, et quee sunt Dei, Deo; id est ima- 
ginem Cresaris Ceesari, que in nummo 
est, et imaginem Dei Deo, que in ho- 
mine est.—De Idololatria, c. xv. 

8 Rescissa sententiA irarum pristina- 
rum, ignoscere pactus operi et imagini. 
sue.—De Penitentid, o. ii. 

® De Anima, c. xvi. 

16. oc, xxxix. xli. 

1! Quod enim a Deo est, non tam ex- 
tinguitur, quam obumbratur. Potest 
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presents sometimes elements of the true faith.’ Much of this 
argument for the qualified corruption of the soul in its 
natural state is.repeated in other of Tertullian’s treatises ; in 
the “De Resurrectione Carnis ;”* in the “ De Testimonio Ani- 
mee ;”* in the tract against Marcion‘; and in the “Apology ; ὃ 
with references to which I shall content myself. But there 
is one passage more on the same side, to which I cannot 
help adverting more explicitly, because its inconsisteucy 
with so many other places in Tertullian, several of which 1 
have alrendy adduced, is flagrant. It occurs in his tract “De 
Baptismo,”°® where he recommends delay in administering 
that Sacrament, in the case of children especially, and adds, 
“Why should an innocent age (7. 6. infancy) be in haste for 
the remission of sins?” as though he had entirely forgotten 
that there was such a thing as original sin—he, the same 
Tertullian, who had elsewhere urged our Lord’s declaration, 
that “‘unless a man is born of water and of the Spirit, he 
cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven,’ ὁ. 6. cannot be 
holy ; every soul being numbered in Adam, until it is num- 
bered anew in Christ, and filthy until it is thus numbered 
anew.’ It has been supposed with some probability that 
Tertullian might be here influenced by a strong feeling of the 
moment as to the irremissible nature of heinous sins com- 
mitted after Baptism ; and so overlooked the alternative which 
he had elsewhere so fully admitted, that provision has to 
be made for the remission of original sin, in contemplation of 
early death. But, however that may be, it is evident that 
Tertullian’s views were not, on the whole, Calvinistic. 
Clemens Alexandrinus stands in nearly the same position 
as those before him with regard to this question ; recognising 
the Fall, and the corruption of our nature which ensued from 
it; but in no such manner as to satisfy the Calvinists ; 
expressing himself elsewhere in terms which necessarily qualify 
any conclusion which they could draw from detached pas- 


enim obumbrari, qnia non est Deus;| ὃ De Testimonio Animm, ce. ii. iii. 
extingui non potest, quia a Deo est . . | iv. v. 

. Sic et divinitas anime in presagia| ὁ Adversus Marcionem, I. ὁ. x. 
erumpit, ex bono priore, et conscientid | ° Apol. o. xvii. 
Dei in testimonium prodit: Deusbonus!| © De Baptismo, c. xviii. 
Deus videt, et Deo commendo.—e. xli. ™ De Anima, cc. xxxix. xl. 

lo. ii. 8 See Bishop Kaye's Tertullian, pp. 


* De Resurrectione Carnis, c. iii. 422, 423. 3rd Ed. 
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sages ; and on the whole, giving evidence, perhaps, more than 
any previous Father, that the question itself, destined to be 
such a crux for future polemics, had not yet been technically 
determined, or even carefully examined ; very far from it. 
Thus he quotes and adopts the expression of Barnabas, that 
before conversion to the faith, the heart is “a house of devils, 
wherein everything is done that is opposed to God.”' He 
affirms that we are “not by nature the children of God; 80 
that it is the chief proof of all the goodness of God, that 
whilst we behave ourselves towards him as we do, and are by 
nature utterly estranged from him, he cares for ἃ: 7. that 
the language of Christ to man is this, “born as thou un- 
happily wast wnto death through the world, I gave thee a new 
birth, set thee free, healed, ransomed thee, will show thee the 
face of thy good Father ; let the dead bury their dead, follow 
thou me:”* that “we are by nature fitted for virtue, not 
eadeed 80 as to have tt from our birth, but so as to he fitted 
for acquiring it:”* that “the Advent of the Saviour was 
necessary in order that our nature might be able to shine 
again :”* that “none but the Word is without sin ; for that 
fo sin 18 planted in all, and common to all ; but to recover 
after sin is not the act of an ordinary, but of an extraordinary 
man.” *® On the other hand, when animadverting on the 
heretics who applied texts of Scripture to the disparagement 
of marriage, this amongst the number, “No one is clean from 
defilement,” says Job, “even though his life be but one day,’”’ 
he observes, “let them tell us where it was that the new-born 
child committed fornication? or how. that which had done 
nothing, fell under the curse of Adam? It rests with them, 
as it should seem, in order to make their assertion logical, (to 


‘Clem. Alex. Stromat. II. § xx. p. 
490). 

Ὁ Κήδεται ἡμῶν, μήτε μορίων ὄντων 
αὐτοῦ, μήτε φύσει τέκνων. Καὶ δὴ 
ἦ μεγίστη τῆς τοῦ Θεοῦ ἀγαθότητος 
ἔνδειξις αὕτη τυγχάνει' ὅτι οὕτως 
ἐχόντων ἡμῶν πρὸς αὐτὸν, καὶ φύσει 
ἀπηλλοτριωμένων παντελῶς, ὅμως κή- 
δεται.----α xvi. p. 468. 

The Fall is not here directly referred 
to, and the reasoning might be at first 
supposed to turn on the mere dissimi- 
larity which subsisted between the es- 
sence of God and of man. Yet the 


context contemplates the sin of man 
as entering into that difference. 

3 Ἐγώ σε ἀνεγέννησα, κακῶς ὑπὸ 
κόσμου πρὸς θάνατον γεγεννημένον, 
x.T.A.—Clem. Alex. Quis dives salve- 
tur, § xxiii. p. 948. 

4 Φύσει μὲν ἐπιτήδειοι γεγόναμεν 
πρὸς ἀρετὴν" οὐ μὴν ὥστε ἔχειν αὐτὴν 
ἐκ γενετῆς, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὸ κτήσασθαι 
émirndevot.—Stromat. VI. § xi. p. 788. 

5 Stromat. V. § i. p. 645. 

6 Pedag. III. c. xii. p. 307. 

7 Job xiv. 4,5. LXX. 
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prove) that generation, not of the body only, but of the soul 
too, is an evil.” And then he proceeds to argue, “ And 
when David says, ‘in sin did my mother conceive me,’ he 
considered Eve his mother by anticipation. Yet Eve was the 
mother of all living ; and though he was conceived in sin, he 
was not in sin himself, nor was he himself sin.”* Nothing 
can be more perplexed than the reasoning in this passage, or 
indicate greater vacillation on the question of original sin ; 
carping, as it does, at an opinion of Basilides, elsewhere more 
distinctly expressed,’ which affirmed that doctrine—affirmed 
it, no doubt, for heretical purposes of his own—and yet 
admitting it in the case of David, by explaining his confession 
as relating to the debasement occasioned to her race by the 
lapse of Eve; and again qualifying this concession by the 
supposition that still Eve was the mother of all living. On 
the whole, we have here a very notable example of that em- 
barrassment felt by the Fathers when dealing with this 
question, that arose, as I have said, out of a fear of giving an 
advantage to the heretics; and which certainly is the key to 
most of their inconsistencies upon it. Again, when tracing 
the origin of idolatry, Clemens tells of “a certain primitive 
communion with heaven planted in man, darkened, indeed, 
by ignorance, but suddenly in some way creeping forth from 
the darkness, and again shining out.”’* Once more, denouncing 
the lustful appetites which the heathen cherished in themselves 
by the emblems of their gods, he exclaims, “Ὁ what violence 
ye do to man! even offering up to reproach whatever there 
4s of divine in the creature.”* Again, “man is an animal 
that loves God.”* Again, “man is by nature a high and 
lofty animal that seeks after what is good, ag being the work- 
manship of the One.”’ Again, “God hath made us by nature 
social amd just ; so that justice must not be said to come of 
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1 Λεγέτωσαν ἡμῖν, ποῦ ἐπόρνευσεν 
τὸ γεννηθὲν παιδίον; ἣ πῶς ὑπὸ τὴν 
τοῦ ᾿Αδὰμ ὑποπέπτωκεν ἀρὰν τὸ μηθὲν 
ἐνεργῆσαν ; x.rA.—Clem. Alex. Stro- 
mat. LIL. § xvi. p. 556. 

? Ibid. 

8 Stromat. TV. § xii. p. ete ρὸ 

4 Ἦν δέ τις ἔμφυτος ia πρὸς 
οὐρανὸν ἀνθρώποις ees: ἀγνοίᾳ 
μὲν ἐσκοτισμένη, ἄφνω δέ mov iy 
θρώσκουσα τοῦ σκότους, καὶ ἀναλάμ.- 
πουσα.--Οὐποχίδιῖο ad Gentes, § ii. 


p21. 

5 Ὦ βιασάμενοι τὸν ἄνθρωπον" καὶ 
τὸ ἔνθεον τοῦ πλάσματος ἐλέγχει 
ἀπάρξαντες --- iv. p. 53. 

© Τὸ κάλλιστον τῶν ὑπ᾽ αὐτοῦ δη- 
μιουργηθέντων, καὶ φιλόθεον ζῶον..---- 
Ῥρφείαν, I. 6. vill. p. 135. 

7 Φύσει ὁ ἄνθρωπος ὑψηλόν 
ἐστι ζῶον a γαῦ tira i ara 
(ntnrixdy, dre τοῦ Μόνου δημιούρ - 
γημα.---Τ1 1. c. vii. p. 276. 
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position’”’ (to be the creature of circumstances), “but must 
rather be considered the good which belonged to our original 
creation, quickened by precept ; the soul trained by education 
to a desire of choosing the best”? 

Turn we next to Cyprian. He speaks of the Divine 
image having been lost by the Fall.* And after remarking 
on the death of the combatants in the arena being sometimes 
demanded as a gratification to the spectators, he ejaculates, 
“as though man’s own nature were not cruel enough, and had 
to be taught brutality in public.”* ‘Yet he elsewhere contents 
himself with such moderate estimate of man’s corruption as 
the following, “the mind of man is itself prone to vice, what 
then will it do if it have the example before it? If the 
nature of the body be so unsteady as to fall of its own accord, 
what will it do if it is impelled?” * 

The language of Origen on this subject is of the same con- 
flicting character, but still on the whole clearly opposed to 
that of Calvin. Thus, in his treatise against Celsus, “Cel- 
sus,” says he, “ has not shown how transgression is connected 
with our very generation: nor has he pointed out what he 
wishes himself, and so given us an opportunity of comparing 
his system with ours. Whereas the prophets intimating that 
view of the circumstances even of our generation which is the 
wise one, say that sacrifice is offered for sin, even the sin of 
those just born, as though even then they were not free from 
sin: for it is written, ‘I was shapen in wickedness, and in 
sin did my mother conceive me:’ and again, as sinners they 
were ‘estranged even from their mother’s womb ;’ so extra- 
ordinary an expression used as this, ‘ they go astray from the 
womb, they speak lies.’”* Again, in the same, “ Celsus 


1 Φύσει δ᾽ ad κοινωνικοὺς καὶ δι») parum sit homini privata sua rabies, 
καίους ὁ Θεὸς ἡμᾶς ἐδημιούργησεν, | nisi illam et publice discat.—De Spec- 


ὅθεν οὐδὲ τὸ δίκαιον ἐκ μόνης haivec- | taculis, § v. 
θαι τῆς θέσεως ῥητέον ἐκ δὲ τῆς 
ἐντολῆς ἀναζωπυρεῖσθαι τὸ τῆς δη- 
μιουργίας ἀγαθὸν νοητέον, μαθήσει 
παιδευθείσης τῆς Ψψνχῆς ἐθέλειν αἱ- 
ρεῖσθαι τὸ κάλλιστον. --- ϑιζοηδι. |, 
§ vi. p. 890, 

7 Si similitudo divina, quam peccato 
Adam perdiderat, manifestetur.—Cy- 
prian, De Bono Patientiz, § v. 

8 Inter voluptates spectantium quo- 
rumdam mors erogatur, ut per cruen- 
tum spectaculum szevire discatur, quasi 


4 Nam,’ cum mens hominis ad vitia 
ipsa ducatur, quid faciet, si habuerit 
exempla? natura corporis caduca, que 
sponte corruit, quid faciet, si fuerit im- 
pulsa ? reading natura instead of nature. 
—§ viii. 

δ Ὁ μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἐσαφήνισε πῶς 
μετὰ γενέσεώς ἐστι πλάνη" οὐδὲ παρ- 
ἔστησεν ὅ, τε περ ἐβούλετο" ἵνα κατ- 

ἤσωμεν συγκρίνοντες τὰ αὐτοῦ 
τοῖς ἡμετέροις. Οἱ δὲ προφῆται ai- 
νιττόμενοι ὅ,τι περὶ τῶν γενέσεως 
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mischievously represents us as saying, that God will receive 
the unrighteous man, if he humble himself under his iniquity ; 
but that he will not receive the righteous man if he should 
virtuously look up to him from the very first. Whereas we 
say that it is impossible for man to look up to God vir- 
tuously from the very firet ; for that wickedness must needs 
be in man at the first.”' Again, “Celsus often scoffs at the 
resurrection which he does not comprehend ; but not content 
with that, he says that we talk of a resurrection of the flesh 
from the tree ; misunderstanding, I presume, what is spoken 
figuratively, that as by the tree came death, so did life come 
by the tree—death in Adam—life in Christ: ”? the effect of 
the Fall balanced by the effect of the Passion: the effect of the 
latter event, therefore, being the recovery of man, the effect 
of the former must be here represented to be his ruin. But 
indeed there is no need to establish this conclusion by infer- 
ence; since, in another place, where Origen is meeting an 
objection-made by Celsus against the Mosaic account of the 
creation—that Moses exhibits God so powerless as to have 
been unable to secure the obedience even of a single man 
whom he had himself created—he replies that “in the He- 
brew Adam means man; and that Moses, when he speaks of 
Adam, speaks, in fact, of the nature of man ; inasmuch as all 
died in Adam, and were condemned under the similitude of 
Adam’s transgression ; and that accordingly Scripture, in re- 
lating this event, does not so much speak of the individual as 
of the whole species ; for that the curse of Adam, which in 
the history is described as that of an individual, is, in fact, 
common to all mankind.”® Yet this same Origen writes, 
“ Man loves life, having a persuasion that the rational soul 
has something in its essence akin to God. For both are in- 
tellectual and invisible ; and as reason irresistibly shows, in- 
corporeal. And why did he who fashioned us, put into us a 
desire of piety and of communion with him ; a desire which 


πραγμάτων σοφὸν, θυσίαν περὶ ἁμαρ- 
τίας λέγουσιν ἀναφέρεσθαι, καὶ περὶ 
τῶν ἄρτι γεγεννημένων, ὡς οὐ καθαρῶν 
ἀπὸ ἁμαρτίας. Φασὶ δὲ καὶ τὸ, ἐν 
ἀνομίαις συνελήφθην, καὶ ἐν ἁμαρτίαις 
ἐκίσσησέ με ἡ μήτηρ μον. ᾿Αλλὰ καὶ 
ἀποφαίνονται ὅτι ἀπηλλοτριώθησαν of 
ἁμαρτωλοὶ ἀπὸ μήτρας, παραδόξως 
λέγοντες καὶ τὸ, ἐπλανήθησαν ἀπὸ 


γαστρὸς, ἔλάλησαν ψευδῆ. ---- Origen, 
Contra Celsum, Υ11. § 50. 

1 ᾿Αδύνατον γάρ φαμεν εἶναι ἄν. 
θρωπον per’ ἀρετῆς ἀπ᾿ ἀρχῆς πρὸς 
τὸν Θεὸν ἄνω βλέπειν. Kaxiay γὰρ 
ὑφίστασθαι ἀναγκαῖον πρῶτον ἐν ἀν- 
θράποις.---111. § 62. 

2 VI. § 36. 3 IV. § 40. 
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even in those who have gone astray, preserves some traces of 
the Divine will ; if it was not possible for beings thus ra- 
tional to attain unto that which they naturally desire?”* 
Again, the following passage, like the last, seems to recognise 
some remains of the original character of man as having sur- 
vived the Fall. “But if any one dares assign essential cor- 
ruption to a being who was made in the image and likeness 
of God, in my opinion he includes in this impious charge, 
even the Son of God himself; for he, too, is called in Scrip- 
ture the image of God. At least, let him who entertains 
this opinion, question the authority of Scripture, which says 
that man was made in the image of God—man, in whom 
indications of the Divine image are clearly discovered, not 
by the figure of the body which is corrupted, but by pru- 
dence of mind, by justice, by moderation, by virtue, by wis- 
dom, by discipline, by a whole company, in short, of virtues, 
which, existing essentially in God, may exist also in man by 
industry and imitation of God.” ἦ 

But in order to prevent mistakes, and the imputation of 
mere Pelagianism to the Fathers, a charge which has some- 
times been made against them by partial and desultory 
readers, I shall suspend, for a moment, the prosecution of the 
subject immediately before us, to remark that peremptory as 
we see the Fathers are on the question of free-will, and far 
as they are from giving countenance to the sentiments of Cal- 
vin on that of human corruption, they still entertain such a 
sense of the effects of the Fall on the soul of man, as to 
teach the absolute necessity of the active influence of the 
Holy Spirit upon it, for its recovery and restoration. At the 
same time they regard that influence as a persuasive, not a 
compulsive principle; a fact determined both by their doc- 
trine of the freedom of the will, and by express assertions to 
that purpose; a reference to some of which, in due season, 
will again bring us back to the topic I am pursuing. There 
is, indeed, nv absolute call to produce an array of testimonies 


'"Ere δὲ καὶ φιλοζωεῖ ἄνθρωπος, εὐσεβείας καὶ κοινωνίας, ὅς τις καὶ 
πεῖσμα λαβὼν περὶ οὐσίας λογικῆς | ἐν τοῖς ἐσφαλμένοις ἴχνη τινὰ σώζει 
ψυχῆς, ὡς ἐχούσης τι σνγγενὲς Θεῷ. τοῦ θείου βουλεύματος, εἴπερ μὴ ἦν 
Νοερὰ γὰρ ἑκάτερα καὶ ἀόρατα καὶ ] δυνατὸν τὸ φυσικῶς ποθούμενον τοῖς 
ὡς ὁ ἐπικρατῶν ἀποδείκνυσι λόγος, | λογικοῖς καταλαβεῖν ;— Exhortatio ad 
ἀσώματα. Τί δὲ καὶ ὁ κατασκευάζων | Martyrium, § 47. 
ἡμᾶς ἐνεποίει πόθον τῆς πρὸς αὐτὸν * De Principiis, IV. § 87. 

II 
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from the Fathers, in order to prove that they believed in the 
doctrine of grace, and in the necessity fallen man is under of 
seeking its aid. The single fact of their holding that of re- 
generation in Baptism, as we have found them doing, and yet 
admitting Infant-Baptism, being enough in itself to establish 
the other conclusion. For where was the need to be “ born 
again” (a very strong expression), even where no actual sin 
had been committed by the parties, unless there was under- 
stood to be very gross evil in the first birth? And how 
could a spiritual evil, as this must be, have been supposed to 
find a remedy, except in a spiritual agency ?—the Fathers 
themselves perfectly alive to this inference, as is evident 
from a remarkable passage in Tertullian already cited." 
Waiving, however, this argument, I will proceed to prove 
my point by other evidence in detail. 

Thus Barnabas, having described the way of good, and the 
way of evil, of light and of darkness, goes on to apprize him 
who would walk in the better path, that “he must be simple 
in heart, and must abound im the Spirt .... that he must 
not rule his servants with austerity, seeing that both he and 
they hope in the same God, who came not to call them with 
respect to persons, but .even as the Spirit had prepared 
them.”? 

Hermas advises to test those who profess to be in possession 
of the Holy Spirit by their life and works* ; as though our 
virtues were to be ascribed to the presence of that Holy Spirit 
within us. 

Clemens Romanus, though announcing no formal opinion on 
the subject, uses language which shows plainly enough, that 
the doctrine of spiritual influence was familiar to his mind. 
As thus, “Let us cleave to those to whom grace has been 
given by God.”* And in a prayer at the close of his epistle 
he says, “The all-seeing God, and Master of spirits, and Lord 
of all flesh, who hath chosen the Lord Jesus Christ and us 
through him for a peculiar people, grant to every soul that 
calls upon his great and holy Name, faith, fear, peace, patience, 
long-suffering, continence, chastity, temperance, that they may 
be acceptable in his sight, through our High Priest and Advo- 


' Tertullian, De Anima, c. xi. 4 Clem. Rom. Ad Corinthios, I. 5 
2 Barnabas, § xix. XXX, 
3 Hermas, II. Mandatum xi. 
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eate Jesus Christ,’ as though the graces here enumerated 
were not of ourselves, but of God. 

I will content myself with one passage from Ignatius, but 
that a most remarkable one ; for though expressing the doc- 
trine we are investigating under a figure the most homely and 
mechanical, it is undeniable as to its meaning. He is com- 
mending the Ephesians for not having allowed themselves to 
be led astray by certain false teachers who had been among 
them. Against these, says ‘he, “Ye stopped your ears, so as 
not to entertain the mischievous seed they scattered about ; 
feeling yourselves to be stones of the temple of the Father, 
prepared for the building of God the Father, drawn up aloft 
by the engine of Jesus Christ, even the cross, wsing the Holy 
Spirit for your rope, your faith the pulley.” ὅ 

Justin Martyr recognises the doctrine in various places. 
Thus, in his “ Cohortatio ad Grescos,” when tracing many of 
Plato’s statements to his knowledge of Revelation, he repre- 
sents those on virtue as derived from what he had read in the 
prophets respecting the Spirit. “For fearing to call this gift’ 
of God the Holy Ghost, lest by following the doctrine of the 
prophets he should seem to be an enemy to the Greeks, he 
confesses, indeed, that it comes down from above from God, 
but thinks it best to call it virtue, and not the Holy Ghost. 
For in his dialogue with Meno on the subject of memory, 
after many preliminary inquiries concerning virtue, whether it 
could be acquired by instruction, or by use, or by neither, but 
caine to men by nature, or by some other means, he expresses 
himself in the following terms. ‘If, then, in the course of 
this dissertation we have conducted our investigation well, 
and worded it rightly, virtue would appear to come neither 
by nature, nor by instruction ; but to present itself to those 
who enjoy it, by a Divine allotment independent of the under- 
standing.’”* Whatever we may think of Justin’s notion, 


1 Clem. Rom. Ad Corinthios, I, § lviii. | exist amongst his several genuine writ- 
3 Ignatius, Ad Ephesios, § ix. ings? Compare 6. g. the prophecy of 
8 Justin Martyr, Cohortatio ad Greeoos, | Gen. xlix. 10, as given in Apol. I. § 82, 
4 32. Bishop Kaye doubts the genuine- | and in Dial. § 52; or Psalm cx. 1-8, as 
ness of this work, pointing out several | quoted in Dial. ς 82, and in § 88. And 
passages in it which present discrepan- | is close consistency to be expected in a 


cies when compared with other works of | writer exhibiting such marks of care- ἡ 


Justin, of which the authority is above | lessness, or possibly want. of leisure, 
suspicion. But would such discrepan- | opportunity, or books (for the times in 
cies be found greater than those which | which he lived were troubled) as Justin? 
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that Plato gained his idea of virtue from the prophetical de- 
scriptions of the Holy Ghost, this at least must be admitted, 
that the argument proves Justin himself to have had no doubt 
about the active energies of the Holy Ghost among men. 
This, however, further appears from other passages in Justin’s 
works; as, that the grace of God is necessary to make us 
- fully understand the words and deeds of the prophets"; that 
he was himself indebted to it for whatever sound knowledge 
of the Scriptures he possessed *; that we should pray, above 
all things, to have the gates of light opened to us, for that 
(the truth) is not to be perceived or comprehended by any, 
save by those to whom God and his Christ gave the faculty 
of perceiving and comprehending it*: that it is by the help 
of those gifts which Christ promised he would send to man- 
kind after his ascension, that he (Justin) hopes to convince 
Trypho.* 

Tatian’s sentiments on this subject, so far as they are 
intelligible, were involved in. his notions of the corruption of 
our nature, and have already been noticed ; the sum of them 
being, that the Holy Ghost which was lost at the Fall, and 
which constituted the soul’s life, must be recovered before the 
soul can rise again to its lofty estate, and find its wings. 

Athenagoras, in his short works, does not happen to have 
occasion to speak of the ordinary effects of the Spirit, but he 
is so explicit on the extraordinary, that we cannot doubt he 
held both ; representing the Holy Ghost to breathe into the 
prophets, as a piper into his reed.® 

Theophilus attributes his own conversion to the prophetical 
Scriptures,” which the Holy Ghost dictated through their 
authors.° He prays God to give him grace to declare the 
truth ; and to Autolycus (to whom he writes) and his other 
readers, grace to receive and follow it®; and he speaks of the 
‘Christian being one whom grace preserves."° 3 

As we proceed, we discover the Fathers to become more 


See 6. g. his errors of chronology, Apol. δ Tatian, Oratio contra Greecos, §§ 
I. § 31; his misquotation of names, | 13. 15. 20. 
Apol. I. § 51; Dial. § 12; his mistakes | © Athenagoras, Legatio pro Christi- 
about historical facts, Dial. § 86; not | anis, §§ 9, 10. - 
to speak of the indications he affords| ‘* Theophilus, Ad Autolyeum, I. § 
of having forgotten in one place what | 14. my 
he had said in another. SII. § 9. STII. § 23. 

' Dial. § 92. . * ¢¢ 58. 119. 10 TIT. § 15. 

#57. 4 ς 39. 
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and more copious on this great article of faith; insomuch 
that it is even difficult to compress their declarations of it 
within any reasonable compass. Such is the case with 
Irenszeus. He makes frequent confession of it whenever he 
is invited to do so by the course of his argument. The 
seventeenth chapter of his third book is almost entirely 
occupied with it. The Gnostics, by understanding the 
descent of the Holy Ghost upon Jesus at his baptism, as re- 
corded in the Gospel, to be that of their AZon Christ, upon the 
man Jesus, had virtually excluded the Holy Ghost from their 
 system!'; a defect in it of which Irenseus proceeds to point out 
the magnitude, and in so doing necessarily is led to describe 
the offices of that Holy Spirit. “It works in the human race 
the will of the Father, and renews them from their old estate 
to the newness of Christ.”? ‘It prepares them for God.” ὃ 
“ΑΒ the flour cannot be consolidated and formed into a loaf 
wjthout moisture, so we, being many, cannot be made one 
with Christ Jesus without the water which is from heaven: 
and as the parched earth brings forth no fruit, if it receives 
no dew; 80 we, being dry trees at first, should never bear 
the fruit of life without rawn freely vmparted from above. 
For our bodies derive that union (with Christ) unto immor- 
tality through the laver ; but our souls through the Spirit.” * 
“This dew of God,” Irenzeus afterwards adds, “is necessary 
for us, that we be neither burned up, nor unfruitful, and that 
where we have an accuser we may have also an Advocate ;”’* 
an Advocate of such power, too, that at his coming, Satan 
fell like lightning. Nor is this all: in that taste for seeing 
typical meanings in everything, to which I have already ad- 


verted as characteristic of the 


1 Spiritum quidem interimunt, alium 
autem Christum et alium Jesum intelli- 
gunt.—Irenzus, III. c. xvii. § 4. See 
also, c. xi. § 9. Ut donum Spiritus 
frustrentur. 

3 Voluntatem patris operans in ipsis 
et renovans eos a vetustate in novitatem 
Christi.—III. 6. xvii. § 1. 

* Qui nos aptaret Deo.—§ 2. 

*Sicut enim de arido tritico massa 
una fieri non potest sine humore, neque 
unus panis: ita nec nos multi unum 
fieri in Christo Jesu poteramus sine 
aqua, que de celo est. Et sicut arida 


Fathers, Irenzeus discovers, in 


terra, si non percipiat humorem, non 
fructificat: sic et nos, jignum aridum 
existentes primum, nuuquam fructifica- 
remus vitam sine superna voluntaim4 
pluvié. Corpora enim nostra per lava- 
crum illam, que est ad incorruptionem, 
unitatem acceperunt; anime autem per 
Spiritum.—TIbid. 

δ Quapropter necessarius nobis est ros 
Dei, ut non comburamur, neque infruc- 
tuosi efficiamur, ut ubi accusatorem ha- 
bemus, illic babeamus et Paracletum.— 
8 3. 

6 Ibid. 
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the two imperial coins which the good Samaritan gave to the 
innkeeper, “ the image and superscription of the Father and the 
Son, which the Spirit imparts to us, that we may profit 
withal ;”! as though all our holy impressions were derived 
from the influence of the Spirit. And when explaining the 
text, “for flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of 
God,” and taking it out of the hands of the Gnostics, he pro- 
ceeds, “ For since without the Spirit of God we cannot be saved, 
the Apostle exhorts us by faith and a chaste conversation to 
cherish that Spirit of God, that we may not fall short of the 
kingdom of heaven through not being partakers of the Spirit 
of God, and so he exclaims, ‘but flesh and blood cannot of 
itself enter into the kingdom of God.’”* And in a short 
prayer, into which on one occasion he is betrayed, he cries, 
“Q Lord God of Abraham, God of Isaac, God of Jacob, .... 
I beseech thee, by our Lord Jesus Christ, give unto me the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, and grant that all who read 
these writings of mine, may acknowledge thee the only God ; 
may be steadfast in thee ; and turn away from every hereti- 
cal, godless, and impious thought ;”* a clear testimony to the 
need we have, both teacher and taught, of the Spirit of God, 
to direct and purify the heart. 

Clemens Alexandrinus, given as he is to philosophize, still 
furnishes ample proof that the doctrine of grace was recog- 
nised by him also. Having said that the advent of the 
Word, and the sacred virtues he diffused, had superseded all 
other teaching, that even of Athens and Greece merged in it; 
he continues, “ Wherefore, so to speak, Christ is whole and 
not divided ; there is neither barbarian, nor Jew, nor Greek, 
neither male nor female, but a new man, transfigured by the 
Holy Spirit of God.”* And shortly afterwards follows the 
illustration, “As, if there were no sun, the other stars would 
leave all in night; so, if we did not know the Word, and 
were not enlightened by it, we should be in the condition of 
fowls put up to feed, which are fattened in the dark, and 


‘Dans duo denaria regalia, ut per | ἡμᾶς ὁ ἀπόστολος, «.1.A.— Lrenwus, 
Spiritum imaginem et inscriptionem | V. c. ix. § 3. 
Patris et Filii accipientes, fructificemus}| 3.11]. α. vi. § 4. 
creditum nobis denarium.—Irensus,| “4 Kawds δὲ ἄνθρωπος, Θεοῦ Urev- 
III. c. Xvii. § 8. ματι ἁγίῳ μεταπεπλασμένος. ---- Clem. 
* ᾿Επεὶ ἄνευ Πνεύματος Θεοῦ ow-| Alex. Cohortatio ad Greecos, 5 xi. p. 87. 
θῆναι ov δυνάμεθα, προτρεπόμενος 
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nourished for death. Let us receive the light that we may 
receive God.” Again, the quickening and purifying power 
of the Spirit is confessed in the following sentiment, “ Where- 
fore, he who commits fornication dies altogether unto God, 
and is left by the Word, as well as by the Spirit, lifeless.’’? 
Again, whilst objecting to cosmetics for the face, Clemens 
adds a sentence expressing in strong terms the doctrine of 
spiritual influence : “ But the best beauty is that of the soul, 
as we have often declared, when it is adorned with the Holy 
Ghost, and is breathed into by those graces which proceed 
from, the Spirit—righteousness, wisdom, fortitude, prudence, 
goodness, modesty ; never was there a complexion more beau- 
tiful than this.”* Again, “since some are unbelieving and 
some contentious, all do not attain unto the perfection of 
goodness, for it is not possible to attain unto it without a 
disposition to do so. Nevertheless it does not altogether de- 
pend on our own will, how it will turn out ; for by grace are 
we saved: not, however, without good works, but being born 
for what is good we must feel a zeal for it; and we must 
possess ourselves, too, of a sound mind, such as will not draw 
back in its pursuit of goodness. To which end we have 
great need of Divine grace, and of right instruction, and of 
holy and sensitive affections, and of the Father to draw us 
unto himself.”* Again, of his Gnostic, or perfect Christian, 
Clemens asserts, that “real good, the good which appertains 
to the soul, is what he prays may belong unto him, and 
abide with him. For this cause he covets nothing which he 
has not, being content with what he has: for he is not want- 
ing in goods of his own, seeing he has that which suffices for 


1 Clem. Alex. Cohortatio ad Greecos, 


ἐριστικοὶ, ov πάντες τυγχάνουσι τῆς 
§ xi. p- 87. 7 


τελειότητος τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ. Οὔτε γὰρ 


ΝΥ 


4 Δ ὸ ty , ὁ U > *# ΄ ΄“ td a 3 
tO καὶ TWarTos πορνευὼν QTré- | avev προαιρεσεὼς τυχεῖν owy Te οὐ 


θανεν Θεῷ, καὶ καταλέλειπται ἀπὸ 
τοῦ Λόγου, καθάπερ ὑπὸ τοῦ Πνεύ- 
ματος, vexpés.—Pedag. II. c. x. p. 230. 

* Κάλλος yap ἄριστον, πρῶτον μὲν 
τὸ ψυχικὸν, ὡς πολλάκις ἐπεσημηνάμην' 
ὅτ᾽’ ἂν ἧ κεκοσμημένη ψυχὴ ἁγίῳ 


4 a 
Ilveupart, καὶ τοῖς ἐκ τούτου ἐμπνεο- 


μένη φαιδρύσμασιν, δικαιοσύνῃ, φρο- 


μὴν οὐδὲ τὸ πᾶν ἐπὶ τῇ γνώμῃ τῇ 
ἡμετέρᾳ κεῖται" οἷον τὸ ἀποβησόμενον" 
χάριτι γὰρ σωζόμεθα' οὐκ ἄνευ μέν- 
τοι τῶν καλῶν ἔργων ἀλλὰ δεῖ μὲν 
πεφυκότας πρὸς as ἀγαθὸν, σπουδήν 
τινα περιποιήσασθαι πρὸς αὐτὸ" δεῖ 
δὲ καὶ τὴν γνώμην ὑγιῆ κεκτῆσθαι, 
τὴν ἀμετανόητον πρὸς τὴν θήραν τοῦ 


γήσει, ἀνδρίᾳ, σωφροσύνῃ, φιλαγαθίᾳ | καλοῦ: πρὸς ὅπερ μάλιστα τῆς θείας 

τε, καὶ αἰδοῖ; ἧς οὐδὲν εὐανθέστερον χρήζομεν χάριτος, διδασκαλίας τε dp- 

χρῶμα ἑώραται πώποτε.---άαρ. LIL. θῆς, καὶ εὐπαθείας ἁγνῆς, καὶ τῆς τοῦ 

ὁ. xi. p. 201. Πατρὸς πρὸς αὐτὸν éAxys.-—Stromat. 
4 Ἐπεὶ δὲ οἱ μὲν ἄπιστοι, οἱ δὲ Υ. 5 i. p. 647. 
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himself, through the Divine grace, and through knowledge : 
but being satisfied, and having no wants, acquainted with the 
Almighty Will, in what he has, and in what he prays for, 
he cleaves to the Power Omnipotent, and striving to be 
spiritual, through unbounded love, to the Spirit he is 
united.”* Once more, the same doctrine discovers itself in 
the following paragraph; he is commenting on the text, “If 
thou wilt be perfect :” *—“ Divinely does that expression, ‘ if 
thou wilt,’” says Clemens, “indicate the freedom of will of 
the soul who was conversing with (Jesus), for in man, as 
being free, subsists. the choice, but to God, as Lord, belongs 
the gift; and he gives to those who wish it, and who desire 
it earnestly, and who intreat him for it, that so salvation 
may be still their own.”* Indeed, the Gnostic, or true Chris- 
tian, as presented to us in the portraiture of Clemens, ex- 
hibits one perpetually going on unto perfection under the 
guidance and influence of the Spirit: so that to produce pas- 
sages which testify to the doctrine of spiritual influence would 
be to transcribe a great part of the “Stromata.” Thus, to 
take him at his devotions; “he prays every hour internally, 
familiarizing himself with God through love. And first of 
all, he will ask for remission of his sins ; then that he may sin 
no more ; then that he may be able to do good, and to compre- 
hend the whole creation and dispensation of the Lord ; and 
that becoming pure in heart by the knowledge which he has 
through the Son of God, he may be initiated into the blessed 
spectacle face to face, listening to the Scripture which saith, 
Fasting together with prayer is good.’”’* It is evident that 
language of this kind could not be held by one who did not 
acknowledge in a very unequivocal manner the doctrine of 
grace. And though it is true that the phraseology of Clemens 
is often borrowed from the schools of philosophy, yet that is to 
be regarded as his peculiar nomenclature ; Christianity, as I 
have before said, being with him philosophy of the sublimest 
kind. | 

Tertullian was so far from disallowing the doctrine of the 
influence of the Spirit, that probably his zeal for it partly 
prepared him for the reception of the errors of Montanus ; 


1 Stromat. VIT. § vii. p. 857. *Stromat. VI. § xii. p. 791; Tobit, 
2 Matt. xix. 21. xii. 8. 
ὃ Quis dives salvetur, αὶ x. p. 040. 
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errors in which this very subject was deeply involved. For 
the Paraclete of Montanus appears to have been understood 


of no other being than the 
inspired the Apostles, though 
tanus.' Accordingly, in his 


1 Bishop Kaye, who investigates the 
precise nature of the pretensions of 
Montanus, remarks that Mosheim ap- 
pears at different times to have held 
different opinions on the subject. In 
his De Rebus Christianorum ante Con- 
stantinum (Seculum secundum, c. 66) 
he considers Montanus to have asserted 
himself to be inspired by the same Holy 
Spirit as the Apostles: in his Ecclesi- 
astical History (Century ii. c. 5, p. 237, 
note) to have pretended to be himself 
the Paraclete; the Paraclete promised 
by the Saviour, and distinct from the 
Holy Spirit which spake by the Apostles. 
Bishop Kaye coincides with the former 
opinion, and gives his reasons for think- 
ing that Mosheim misunderstood Ter. 
tullian, when he imputed to him the 
other. It is certainly difficult to read 
the writings of Tertullian—those, I 
mean, evidently composed after Ins ac- 
cession to the Montanists, and in which 
the expression “nova prophetia,” or the 
like, occurs, marking their date in this 
respect with precision— it is difficult, I 
say, to read these writings, and fail to 
perceive that Tertullian, when penning 
them, was unconscious of his creed be- 
ing inconsistent with the fandamental 
articles of the Catholic faith. And yet 
this sentiment he scarcely could have 
entertained, had he swerved from it so 
widely, as to hold that there were two 
Holy Ghosts, the one the Spirit who 
animated the Apostles, the other Mon- 
tanus himself. Moreover, in his trea- 
tise, De Jejuniis, § 1, written as a Mon- 
tanist, he boldly accuses the orthodox, 
or animalists (psychicos), as he calls 
them, of “raising a debate about the 
Paraclete, and resisting the new pro- 
phecy, not because Montanus, Priscilla, 
and Maximilla, preached any other God 
than the true, or rejected Jesus Christ, 
or overturned any rule of faith or hope; 
but simply because they taught, it was 
better to fast than to marry;” words 
which would surely seem to imply a 
confidence in his own substantial ortho- 
doxy, as well as in that of his sect. Fur- 


Holy Ghost; the same who 
in a lower degree than Mon- 


tract “De Spectaculis,” Ter- 


thermore, in some of his treatises clearly 
composed after he turned Montanist, he 
is as free as possible in his animadver- 
sions on heretics ; plainly showing that 
he felt no imputation of that kind could 
fairly rest on himself. Thus in his De 
Resurrectione Carnis, c. iii. he classes 
them with heathens. In his De Carne 
Christi, c. xv., another of his tracts 
written after his lapse, he speaks of 
them in the same language, as well as 
accuses them of mutilating Scripture, 
c. ii, And in his Scorpiace, a third, 
still written after the same event, he 
designates them as “scorpions,” the 
very title, indeed, of the treatise being, 
an antidote against their poison, ὁ. i. 
And yet, on the other hand, in his De 
Prescriptione Hereticorum, o. lii., a 
work, I think, certainly composed by 
him whilst he was an acknowledged 
member of the Church, he apparently 
does ascribe to the Montanists the very 
doctrine which I before said it seems 
hardly possible that any one could hold 
and yet suppose that he was true to the 
Catholic Church, viz. that there were 
two Holy Ghosts; or in other words, 
that the Holy Ghost was one, and the 
Paraclete another. ‘“ There are other 
heretics,” says he in the passage in 
question, “after the manner of the 
Phrygians, as it is called; but they 
differ one from another. ..... They 
hold one blasphemy, however, in com- 
mon, that the Apostles had the Holy 
Ghost, but had not the Paraclete; and 
that the Paraclete revealed more through 
Montanus than Christ through the Gos- 
pel.” ‘Accesserunt alii hseretici, qui 
dicuntur secundum Pbrygas ; sed horum 
non una doctrina est. Sunt enim qui 
xara Proclum dicuntur, sunt qui secun- 
dum Aéschinem pronuntiantur. Hi ha- 
bent aliam communem blasphemiam, 
aliam blasphemiam non communem, 
sed peculiarem suam: et communem 
quidem illam, qué in Apostolis quidem 
dicant Spiritum Sanctum fuisse, Para- 
cletum non fuisse: et qua dicant Para- 
cletum plura in Montano dixisse, quam 
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tullian expreases himself thus :—‘“ God hath commanded us to 
use the Holy Spirit with gentleness and meekness, in quiet 
and in peace, seeing that from the excellency of its own 
nature, it is tender and delicate ; and not to disturb it by 
rage or ill-humour, by anger or grief. Now how does this 
comport with attendance at the shows ?’’' The reference here 
made to Ephes. iv. 30, “ Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God,” 
proves that Tertullian, when writing thus, had the third 
Person of the Trinity in contemplation; and the passage 
affirms the doctrine of spiritual influence. Again, in his 
“De Virginibus Velandis,” he describes the several offices of 
the Paraclete, there, too, identified with the Holy Ghost. 
Having briefly recited the substance of the primitive creed, 
he continues, “This rule of faith, then, remaining fixed, other 
matters, touching discipline and deportment, admit of cor- 
rective innovations, for the grace of God operates and improves 
even unto the end of time. For how could it be that, whilst 
the devil is always at work, and adding every day to his 
schemes of mischief, the operations of God should either 
expire or cease to advance? Whereas God sent the Paraclete 
for this very thing, that as the moderate capacity of man could 
not receive all things at once, it might by degrees be guided 
and ordered, and perfected by discipline, through the Holy 


Ghost, who was to be in the Lord’s stead. ‘I have yet 


Christum in Evangelio protulisse.” 
Here, I say, Tertullian asserts that the 
Montanists made a distinction between 
the Holy Spirit and the Paraclete; and 
calls such distinction blasphemy. Yet 
we have seen, that when a Montanist 
himself he had not ceased to regard 
himself as substantially orthodox ; nor 
felt his bands tied from denouncing he- 
retics. A recollection of passages on 
both sides of this question probably 
perplexed Mosheim, and caused him to 
hold one opinion upon it at one time, 
and another at another. Might not the 
inconsistency of Tertullian (for incon- 
sistency I think I have shown there is) 
have arisen from this; that when he 
charges the Montanists with holding a 
Paraclete distinct from the Holy Ghost, 
and which sentiment he calls a blas- 


_ phemy, he was a Churchman, and was 


attacking the Montanists without hav- 
ing more than a general knowledge of 


their reputed principles: but that when 
he identifies the Paraclete with the Holy 
Ghost, and claims; for the Montanists 
substantial soundness of doctrine,‘ he 
was himself a Montanist, and so more 
accurately informed in their opinions ? 
And it may be added, that those opi- 
nions admitted of being correctly ascer- 
tained, inasmuch as they were commit- 
ted to writing ; references to such docu- 
ments occurring in three treatises of 
Tertullian; that De Resurrectione Car- 
nis, c. ΧΙ. ; that De Fuga in Persecutione, 
6. ix.; and that De Pudicitid; all of 
them, it may be remarked, written after 
Tertullian became a Montanist; and 
thus confirming my notion, that after 
his conversion he had studied the tenets 
of the sect more carefully, and was ac- 
cordingly better able to pronounce with 
truth upon them, and more interested in 
seeing that justice should be done them. 
1 Tertullian, De Spectaculis, c. xv. 
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many things to say unto you, he exclaimed, ‘but ye cannot 
bear them now. When he the Spirit of Truth is come, he 
will lead you-into all truth, and he will show you things to 
come.’ And he had before spoken of his office. What, 
then, is the business of the Paraclete but this, to direct dis- 
cipline, to open the Scriptures, to reform the understanding, 
to make the world better.”* Elsewhere he gives several 
clauses of the creed as follows: ‘“ On the third day he (Jesus 
Christ) rose again ; ascended into heaven; sat at the right 
hand of God; and sent the vicarious influence of the Holy 
Ghost to actuate the faithfuL”* And again, in other places, 
he designates the Holy Ghost as the Vicar of Christ, “Christi 
Vicarius ;” the Steward of God, “Dei Villicus;” and asks 
whether it is credible that he will allow the Churches to fall 
into error, being sent to lead them into all truth*; surely a 
very ample assertion of the doctrine we are in search of. 

- Cyprian bears witness to the same article of the faith. 
Advocate as we saw he was, like the other Fathers, for the 
freedom of the will, he nevertheless writes, when explaining 
the clause of the Lord’s Prayer, “Thy will be done on earth 
as it is in heaven ;” “here we pray that God’s will may be 
done by us; in order to which we must have God’s will in 
us, that is, his help and protection, seeing that no one 7s 
strong in his own strength, but 28 only strong m the ὑγ- 
dulgence and compassion of God.”*® Again, his “ Testi- 
monies against the Jews,” a summary of Christian doctrines 
and precepts succinctly collected by Cyprian out of Scripture, 
at the request and for the.benefit of Quirinus, furnishes the 
following apothegm : “the grace of God is a free gift.”°® And 
that the grace of God is not here to be understood irrespec- 
tively of the Holy Ghost, is plain from the first text of Scrip- 
ture cited by Cyprian in support of his proposition, namely, 
St. Peter’s rebuke to Simon, “Thy money perish with thee, 
because thou hast thought that the gift of God may be pur- 
chased with money.”’ And once more, where, as in the last 


1 John xvi. 12. : protectione : quia nemo suis viribus fortis 

3 De Virginibus Velandis, c. i. est, sed Dei indulgentia et misericordiA 

8 De Prescriptione Hrreticorum, ¢,| tutus est.—Cyprian, De Oratione Do- 
xiii. 4 6, xxviii. ταϊηϊοᾶ, § xiv. 


5 Oramus et petimus, ut fiat in nobis | 5 Testimoniorum, III. cap. ὁ. 
voluntas Dei, que ut fiat, in nobis opus} 7 Ibid. 
est Dei voluntate, id est ope ejus et 
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quotation, not merely the doctrine of spiritual influence is 
recognised, but the freedom with which it is vouchsafed to all 
who seek it. ‘As the sun shines freely, the day disperses its 
light, the fountain its waters, the shower its dew, so doth 
the heavenly Spirit infuse itself. When the soul, looking 
up to heaven, hath learned to know its Author, then it is 
that, higher than the sun, more sublime than any or every 
power upon this earth, it begins to be that which it believes 
it is. Only do thou, whom the heavenly warfare hath en- 
listed by its mark into the spiritual camp, cleave: to its dis- 
cipline, uncorrupt as it is, and sober as it is, with every 
religious virtue. Pray or read without ceasing. Now con- 
verse with God; now God converses with thee. Let him 
instruct thee in his precepts, let him dispose of thee. Whom 
he hath made rich, none can make poor. He can feel no 
poverty, whose breast the heavenly banquet has satisfied once 
for all. Roofs adorned with gold, houses empanelled with. 
slabs of precious marble, will be mean in thy sight, for thou 
wilt know rather that it is thyself which is to be dressed, 
thyself to be ornamented, that thou hast in thyself a better 
house, a house in which the Lord hath seated himself, instead 
of a temple, and in which the Holy Spirit hath begun to 
dwell.’’* Again, “ Patience, brethren beloved, not only guards 
the good, but repels the evil. Seconding the Holy Spirit, 
and allying itself with the divine and heavenly principle, in 
opposition to the deeds of the flesh and body, by which the 
soul is vanquished and taken captive, it struggles in the de- 
fence of its own virtues.” ? 

Origen bears testimony to the same truth. Thus he ex- 
plains John xiv. 12, “Greater works than these shall he do, 
because I go unto the Father,” by the spiritual effects on the 
souls of men which the disciples were to be enabled to ac- 
complish—effects far more striking than the physical miracles 
wrought by Jesus—thus, “the eyes of those who were blind 
in soul were to be opened ; the ears of those who had been 
deaf to the accents of virtue were to be made to listen with 
eagerness to the things pertaining unto God and everlasting 
life with him ; those who were lame in the inner man were 
not only to leap, but to leap like a stag, an animal hostile to 
serpents, and which the poison of vipers cannot hurt,” and so 


' Epist. i. 85. 14, 15. 3 De Bono Patientie, § xiv. 
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on.’ Again, in commenting on the text, “ My speech and 
my preaching was not with enticing words of man’s wisdom, 
but in demonstration of the Spirit, and of power,”? he says, 
“What is spoken, however true and worthy of all belief, is 
not competent of itself: to reach the human soul, unless a cer- 
tain power from God be vouchsafed the speaker, and grace 
give a beauty to what he utters; such grace as must come 
from God, in order to render the speaker effective. . . . 
Accordingly, if it should seem to be granted that in some 
particulars the same sentiments are expressed by the Greeks 
and by the Christians” (which was what Celsus had as- 
serted), “still their effect would not be the same; so as to 
lead and dispose men’s souls to the same ends.”® Once more, 
in another of his works, “He who is not aware of his own 
weakness, and of the divine grace, not having proved himself, 
nor condemned himself; such an one, even if he should receive 
the blessing, will suppose that the virtue vouchsafed him from 
the heavenly grace is, in fact, his own. And this supposition, 
puffing him up, will be the cause of a fall..... Know 
then that divine things are hidden from the wise and prudent, 
that, as the Apostle says, no flesh may glory before God ; and 
they are revealed unto babes, who have advanced beyond 
their infancy, and are mindful that they have arrived at the 
point of blessedness they have reached, not so much through 
any power of their own, as through the unspeakable good- 
will of God.””* And again, in the same treatise, “So that 
neither is he that planteth anything, neither he that watereth, 
but God that giveth the increase. And we could not say 
with reverence that an abundant harvest is the doing of him 
who plougheth, or of him who watereth ; but must confess it 
to be the work of God. And in like manner therefore our 
perfection is not brought about, whilst we are ourselves alto- 
gether inactive, neither again is ἐξ conswmmated by our- 
selves ; but God works out the chief part of it.”* And 
again, in another of his treatises, that on prayer, “If no one 
knows the things of God, save the Spirit of God, it is impos- 
sible for man to know the things of God. And yet learn 
how this impossibility is rendered possible; ‘now we have 


1 Origen, Contra Celsum, II. § 48. 4 De Principiis, 111. 6. i. § 12. 
21 Cor. ii. 4. ΄ §5 18 
8 Contra Celsum, VI. § 2. 
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received not the spirit of the world,’ says the Scripture, ‘ but 
the Spirit which is of God, that we might know the things 
that are freely given to us of God.’”’' And once more in 
the same, “‘I will pray with the Spirif, and I will pray with 
the understanding also; I will sing with the Spirit, and I 
will sing with the understanding also.* For our understand- 
ing cannot pray, unless the Spirit precede it in prayer, and do 
so, as it were, within hearing of it.” * 


21 Cor. xiv. 15. 


11 Cor. ii. 12 ; Origen, De Oratione, 
® Do Oratione, § 2. 
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LECTURE XIV. 


The testimony of the Fathers opposed to the Calvinistic scheme of interpretation, 
3°. On the nature of spiritual influence. The language of the Fathers incom- 
patible with the Calvinistic doctrine of irresistible grace. 4°. On election and 
reprobation. What the Fathers understood by the terms, foreknown, elect, 
predestined, saints. Their exposition of passages of Scripture relating to this 
subject. Prophecy, according to them, an evidence of the Divine Foreknow- 
ledge, yet not so as to control the contingency of events. Tenets akin to the 
Calvinistic ascribed by Origen to the Valentinians. His exposition of Rom. ix. 


ὁ 3. 
On the Nature of Spiritual Influence. 


| HAVE already said that the language of the Fathers, how- 

ever decisive on the subject of spiritual influence, and de- 
cisive we have seen it is, nevertheless does not represent that 
influence as irresistible, but simply as persuasive. There will be 
no need to enter into much detail upon this point. The free- 
dom of the will, on which we have found all the Fathers so 
emphatic, is in itself incompatible with the Calvinistic doc- 
trine of irresistible grace. Moreover, the terms in which the 
sentiments of the Fathers on the question before us are con- 
veyed, as already cited, imply as much.’ Still, if direct evi- 
dence to this effect be required, it is easy to produce it. Thus 
Trenseus: “ It is not the light that fails when people put out 
their own eyes. But the light remaining as it was, they who 
have blinded themselves are in darkness through their own fault. 
Neither does the light force a man to be led by it of necessity, 


1See e. g. those from Tertullian. | culis, 6. xv. 
Deus precepit Spiritam sanctum, ut-| Que est ergo Paracleti administratio 
pote pro naturm sum bono tenerum οὐ nisi ho, quod disciplina dirigitur, quod 
delicatum, tranquillitate, et quiete et| Scripture revelantur, quod intellectus 
pace tractare, non furore, non bile, non | reformatur, quod ad meliora proficitur ? 
ira, non dolore inquietare.—De Specta- | —De Virginibus Velandis, 6. i. 
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nor does God constrain him against his will to receive his 
influence.”! Again, “ All which things discover the freedom 
of man’s will, and the persuasive power of God, who exhorts 
us to obey him, turns us from unbelief, but still does not 
force us.”* And he afterwards makes it characteristic of 
brutes as distinguished from man, “to be dragged to what 
is good by necessity and force.”* 

Clemens Alexandrinus (to name one authority more on the 
same subject), after insisting on the gift or grace of God being 
necessary in order to make the Christian perfect, adds, that in 
imparting this gift, God is regulated by the desire man evinces 
to obtain it, still, however, having respect to the freedom of 
the will, “For God does not compel, since force 18 hateful 
to God : but he gives to those who seek ; supplies those who 
beg ; and opens to those who knock.” * 


§ 4. 
On Election and Reprobation. 


The same reason which rendered it unnecessary to enlarge 
very much on the last head, renders it equally so to dwell at 
great length on the doctrine of election and reprobation, as 
viewed by the Fathers: their unequivocal assertion of the 
freedom of the will applying alike to this, as- to the doctrine 
of irresistible grace, and compatible with neither. However, 
as this question has long occupied, and still does occupy, so 
prominent a position in the field of theological controversy, I 
will produce a few quotations from the Fathers directly indi- 
cating their opinion on it. 

Justin Martyr speaks often of “the foreknown” (οὗ προεγνωσ- 
μένοι), sometimes in the sense of future Christians, “ All the 
other institutions of Moses I could enumerate, and point them 
out as types and symbols and declarations of things which 


1 οὔτε τὸ φῶς ἐξασθενεῖ διὰ τοὺς Treneeus, IV. o. xxxix. § 3. 
ἑαυτοῖς τυφλώττοντας" ἀλλ’ éxeivou| 5310.. 0. xxxvii. § 8. 
μένοντος ὁποῖον καὶ ἔστιν, οἱ τυφλω- 8 5. 6, 
θέντες παρὰ τὴν αἰτίαν τὴν ἑαυτῶν ἐν] 4 Οὐ γὰρ ἀναγκάζει ὁ Θεός, βία 
ἀορασίᾳ καθίστανται, μήτε τοῦ φωτὸς γὰρ ἐχθρὸν Θεῷ, ἀλλὰ τοῖς ὑχτοῦσι 
μετ᾽ ἀνάγκης δουλαγωγοῦντός τινα, | πορίζει, καὶ Τοῖς αἰτοῦσι παρέχει, 
μήτε τοῦ Θεοῦ βιαζομένου, εἰ μὴ θέλοι καὶ τοῖς κρούουσιν ἀνοίγει. ---- Clem. 
τις κατασχεῖν αὐτοῦ τὴν τέχνην ..---- | Alex. Quis ives salvetur, § x. p. 940. 
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were to happen to Christ, of persons who were foreknown as 
about to believe in him, and of acts which were to be done 
by Christ himself :’’' sometimes in the sense of good persons 
who were to be saved ; not, however, because they were A or 
B, but because they were virtuous: “But that God, the Fa- 
ther of all things, was to take up Christ to heaven after his 
resurrection from the dead, and to keep him there till he 
should have smitten down the evil spirits that hate him, and 
the number of good and virtuous foreknown to him should 
be wholly completed, for whose sakes he has not yet brought 
on the conflagration of the world, learn from the words of the 
prophet David ;”” “the foreknown” here used in the same " 
manner as the “elect” in our Burial Service, in which we 
pray that God would “shortly accomplish the nuniber of his 
elect, and hasten his kingdom.”’ As again Justin also speaks 
of those respecting whom it was foreknown that they would 
be wicked, and suffer punishment, “ ποῦ, however, through any 
fault of God’s, but through their own fault ;”* the salvation 
of the parties foreknown ex previsis meritis, the condemna- 
tion ex previsis delictis. 

Trenzeus is of the same mind. “The Father,” says he, 
“revealed himself to all, by making his Word visible to all ; 
and the Word again manifested the Father and the Son to 
all, by being himself seen of all. Wherefore the judgment 
of God is just towards all, who though they have seen 
alike do not alike believe.”* And again, “As at the first, by 
the first man all were brought into bondage by the debt of 


~ death, so at the last, by the last man, all who had been his 


disciples from the beginning of time, cleansed and purified 
from mortality, come to the life of God. For he who washed 
only the feet of his disciples, sanctified and made clean the 
whole body. .... For it was not for those only who believed 
in him in the days of Tiberius Ceesar that Christ came, nor 
for those only that are now alive, that the Father was making 
provision, but for all men whatever who from the beginning 
by virtue in their generations feared and loved God, carried 
themselves justly and charitably towards their neighbours, and 
desired to see Christ and to hear his voice.”* Again, 


' Justin Martyr, Dial. § 42. And see 8 Dial. § 140. 
also § 70. 4 Ireneeus, IV. 6. vi. § 5, 
3 Apol. I. § 45. 5c, xxii. 88 1, 2. 
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Irenzeus finds a type of the dispensation of grace in the pro- 
ceedings with regard to the fleece of Gideon; on which only 
there was dew at first, whilst all the earth besides was dry ; 
but presently it was so ordered, that the fleece only was dry, 
and there was dew on all the ground: whereby was signified 
in a figure, that whilst the chosen people, who once enjoyed 
the Holy Spirit, were bereaved of it, “the Lord committed it 
to the Church, imparting it to the whole world.”! It is 
remarkable, too, that St. Paul’s Epistle to the Romans, which 
has furnished the Calvinist with so many of his arguments for 
the doctrine of election and reprobation, is actually singled 
out by Irenzeus as the very ground on which he contends for 
the doctrine of man’s liberty of choice to do good or evil; 
and of God's consequent right to assign him his reward 
accordingly. There is, however, one passage in Irenzus, 
and I think only one, which might at first sight seem to 
favour the Calvinistic notion of election. He is combating 
the idea of the transmigration of souls, which some of the 
heretics, it seemed, entertained ; and having observed that 
God is not needy or in difficulties, so as not to be able to 
supply its proper soul to each body, he continues, “ wherefore 
when the number which he has of himself predetermined, is 
completed, all who are put down for life will rise again with 
their own bodies, their own souls, and their own spirits, the 
same in which they have pleased God: and they who deserve 
punishment will depart to it; they, too, having their own 
bodies, souls, and spirits, the same in which they fell away 
from the grace of God; and both the one and the other will 
cease to beget or to be begotten, to marry or to be given in 
᾿ marriage, in order that the number of mankind measured 
according to the predestination of God being filled up, may 
harmonize with the plan of the Father.”* Here, however, 
we have simply the sentiment expressed by Justin repeated ; 
namely, that when the number of souls which God has decreed 
in his secret counsels to be created or saved, shall have been 
made up, no more will be produced ; a position perfectly con- 
sistent with a free offer of salvation to all. 

Tertullian is as explicit on this question as the Fathers 


' Quem ipsum iterum dedit ecclesia, 2 IV. c. exxvii. § 1. 
in omnem terram mittens de colis Pa- SII. c. xxxiii. § 5. 
racletum.—lIreneug, III. c. xvii. § 3. 
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before him. Thus, in his treatise “De Cultu Foeminarum,” ὦ 
the predestined are the future body of Christians. “Ye, too, 
have had use enough of riches and luxuries; ye gathered 
fruit enough of the gifts with which ye are endowed, before 
the doctrines of salvation became known to you. We are 
they on whom the ends of the world are come. We are 
they who were destined of God for the last times, before the 
world was. Therefore by chastening and emasculating the 
world, so to speak, we are taught of the Lord.” Elsewhere 
he expresses the Christians by the word “saints ;” “ foeminze 
sancte” in his vocabulary being evidently equivalent to 
Christian women in general, as contrasted with heathen?; 
his advice respecting marriage, though addressed to his wife 
~ in contemplation of her widowhood, being intended for all 
Christian women whatever. In his treatise against Marcion,* 
who disparages the Deity by various arguments drawn from 
the existence of evil, he says, “God, by now desiring that 
minan should be restored to life, gives proof that he never 
was appownted unto death ; for he would rather have the 
repentance than the death of the sinner. Wherefore, as God 
imparted to man a state of life, so did man draw upon him- 
self a state of death.” “God,” he tells us in the same trea- 
tise,* “hardened Pharaoh’s heart; but then he had deserved 
his ruin to be thus prepared for him, because he had denied 
God, and repeatedly rejected his messengers.” In a similar 
spirit he interprets St. Matthew xii. 15. “For this people’s 
heart is waxed gross, and their ears are dull of hearing, and 
their eyes they have closed ; lest at any time they should see 
with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and should under- 
stand with their heart, and should be converted, and I should 
heal them ;” saying,’ “For they had deserved to have their 
senses which would have ministered to their salvation thus 
blunted, because they only loved God with their lips, whilst 
their hearts were far from him.” And in another place of the 
same tract (for the character of the heresy he was opposing 
in it causes it to be prolific in passages to my present purpose) 
he writes, Marcion accuses the Deity of fickleness with respect 
to persons, rejecting those whom he had approved, and of im- 


1 Tertullian, De Cultu Fominarum, 4 6, xiv. 
II. ο. ix. 2 Ad Uxorem, II. c. i. § Hance enim obtusionem salutariua 
3 Adversus Marcionem, ITI. c. viii. sensuum meruerant, etc.—III. 6. vi. 
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providence, approving those whom he had rejected. But 
replies Tertullian,’ “Saul was chosen when he had not yet 
despised the prophet Samuel ; and Solomon was rejected, but 
it was when he had become enslaved to strange women, and 
to Moabitish and Sidonian idols. What would the Marcionites 
have the Creator do to escape their censure? Should he con- 
demn beforehand for offences hereafter to be committed, those 
who are at present acting well? Surely it would not be the 
part of a good God to condemn beforehand those who do not 
yet deserve condemnation.” And the absolute repugnance to 
the doctrine of asswrance—a doctrine so intimately connected 
with that of election and reprobation—which we elsewhere 
find in him, is a further argument that the passages I have 
already extracted from him bespeak his mind correctly. De- 
corating the person, argues Tertullian,” invites the appetite ; 
produces, therefore, temptation to the party; should con- 
sequently be avoided. ‘“ We ought to walk in the fulness of 
a substantial faith, that we may be secure in a good conscience, 
hoping that this may continue in us, but not presuming that 
it will. For he who presumes has the less fear: he who 
fears little has the less caution: he who has little caution is 
in the greatest danger. Fear is the foundation of safety ; 
presumption is the preventive of fear. It is more profitable, 
therefore, for us to hope that we cannot transgress, than to 
presume that we cannot.” 

Clemens Alexandrinus presents himself to us next, and 
offers the same testimony on this important question, as the 
other primitive writers who have gone before him. He, too, 
regards “the elect ’’ as the whole body of Christians. It had 
been objected to the Christians that if God had any regard 
for them he would not expose them, as he did, to persecution 
and violent death. To this Clemens makes answer, that no 


1 Adlegitur Saul, sed nondum de- 
spector prophete Samuelis. Rejicitur 
Salomon, sed jam a mulieribus alienis 
possessus, et idolis Moabitarum et Sido- 
niorum mancipatus. Quid faceret Cre- 
ator, ne a Marcionitis reprehenderetur ? 
Bene adhuc agentes predamnaret jam 
propter futura delicta? sed Dei boni 


fidei substanti4 incedere, ut confesses et 
secure simus de conscientid nostré op- 
tantes perseverare id in nobis, non ta- 
men presumentes.- Nam qui prresumit, 
minus veretur, minus preecavet, plus 
periclitatur. Timor fundamentum sa- 
lutis est, presumptio impedimentum 
timoris. Utilius ergo, si ‘Speremus non 


non erat, nondum merentes predam- | ' posse delinquere, quam si presumamus 
nare.—Adversus Marcionem, 11. ὁ. xxiii. | non posse, ete. —De Cultu Fominarum, 
* Debemus quidem ita sancte et tot4 | II. 6. ii. 
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real injury is done them in a removal by a quick migration 
to God; and moreover, that “unless the Christians were 
generally looked upon as bad men, all mankind would comé 
to the truth ; rush into the right way; and there would be 
mo election at all. Whereas their faith being set as the light 
of the world, puts infidelity to rebuke.” ' I do not quote the 
passage for the value of the argument, but for the indication 
- it affords of the meaning of the term “elect.” And accord- 
ingly these are they whom God is described as foreseeing 
before their birth ; he knowing what shall be, just as well as 
what is? The “predestinate” Clemens understands in the 
same sense; and actually, in speaking of them, alludes to the 
Epistle to the Romans as confirming his views, and to the 
eighth chapter of it; apparently unconscious of any such 
doctrine being in it as that extracted from it by the Cal- 
vinist.* “He who positively assumed for our sake a body 
that could suffer, cannot be indifferent towards us out of 
apathy or self-indulgence. Surely he cares for all men, as 
befits one who is himself Lord of all. For he is a Saviour— 
not a Saviour of some, and no Saviour of others, but ‘he dis- 
penses his benefits in proportion as every one is prepared for 
them, both to Greeks and barbarians, to the predestined out 
of either race, called according to his own time, faithful, elect. 
Neither can he, who hath called all alike, and assigns peculiar 
rewards to such as have peculiar faith, be jealous of any.” 
Elsewhere, in numerous places, he represents salvation as 
within the reach of all. Thus, having alluded to the 
reproach levelled against the hypocrites in the text which 
designates them “a generation of vipers,” he adds, “yet if 
any even of these serpents is willing to repent, and to follow 
the Word, he becomes a man of God.”* And:in the Psda- 
gogue, “ ‘Seek ye first the kingdom of God and his righteous- 
ness, and all these things shall be added unto you’... . for 
God hath communicated with our race, imparting to us spon- 
taneously his own, and supplying his own Word to all man- 
kind alike, doing all things for all men.”* ‘And in his “ Quis 
dives salvetur,” he is at pains to vindicate the Deity from 
being supposed to be exclusive. “1 think, then,” says he, “1 


"Clem. Alex. Stromat. IV. αὶ xi. p.| * VII. § ii. p. 882. 
9 4 Cohortatio ad Greecos, § x. pp. 82, 


999. 
2 VII. § vii. p. 853. 83; 5 Pedag. 11. 6. xii. p. 242. 
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have redeemed my promise, and have shown that the Saviour 
has by no means excluded the rich on account of their wealth 
and ample possessions, nor has fixed any gulf between them 
and salvation, if only they are able and willing to submit 
their lives to God’s commandments, and set these before all 
temporal concerns, and look to the Lord with a steady eye, as 
men look to the nod of a skilful pilot, marking what he 
wishes, what he commands, what signal he gives his crew, 
what port he makes for.”’’ But if Clemens thus causes it to 
appear that he cannot bear God’s mercy to be circumscribed 
with respect to one class, we must feel satisfied that he would 
be equally loath to deny it to any other. 

If we compare the several passages of Cyprian which bear 
on this subject, we shall come to the conclusion that his 
authority still ranges on the same side. In the epistle which 
he writes to Cornelius on the affair of Novatus, a paragraph 
occurs which, taken by itself, might seem to imply the con- 
trary. “Touching the other brethren, whom to our sorrow 
he hath circumvented, we are striving to detach them from 
the side of this impostor, that they may escape the deadly 
snare of the seducer, and may again return to the Church, 
from which he justly earned it of God to be expelled ; which 
persons, we have good hope, with God’s help, and of his 
mercy, may retrace their steps. For none can perish except 
him who it is plain must perish, since the Lord says in his 
Gospel, ‘Every plant which my heavenly Father hath not 
planted shall be rooted up.’’’* But then Cyprian adds a 
sentence which qualifies the apparent meaning of the previous 
words ; “ He who is not planted in the precepts and admoni- 
tions of God the Father, and he only, can depart from the 
Church :” the apostacy not depending on a decree of God, 
but on the precepts and admonitions of God never having 
taken root in the heart of the apostate; and accordingly 
Cyprian considers that a door was open to the return of all 
those who had been led astray by the heretic he is speaking 
of. This view is confirmed by many other places in Cyprian. 
Thus, in his treatise on Patience, after pressing the signal 

1 Quis dives salvetur, ὃ xxvi. p. 950. | eradicabitur. Qui plantatus non est in 
2 Neque enim potest perire, nisi quem | preeceptis Dei Patris et monitis, solus 
constat esse periturum, cum Dominus | poterit de ecclesi& 118 discedere, &c.— 


in evangelio suo dicat : Omnis plantatio, | Cyprian, Epist. xlix. § 4. 
quam non plantavit Pater meus celestis, 
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example of this virtue yielded by the Saviour, and recounting 
the several proofs of it which the circumstances of his life, 
and especially those of his Passion, afforded, he concludes, 
“ And after all these things, he still receives his murderers, if 
they turn and come to him; and in his patience, mild and 
merciful to save, he closes his Church against no one.”' 
Again, in an Epistle to Fidus on Infant Baptism, he describes 
the freedom with which God’s grace is vouchsafed to all with- 
out respect to persons, in ἃ manner quite inconsistent with a 
belief in the Calvinistic doctrine of election and reprobation. 
“ Moreover, holy Scripture teaches us that the Divine gift is 
assigned in an equal measure to all, whether infants or adults. 
For Elisha stretched himself on the widow’s dead child in 
prayer so as to apply hand to hand, face to face, feet to feet. 
Now. if this incident be considered in reference to the bodily 
size of the parties, the infant cannot be measured against the 
man. But a Divine and spiritual equality is expressed by it, 
as though all men, when they have been once made by God, 
are equal and alike; any subsequent difference, through the 
growth of the body, being assignable to nature and not to 
God. Unless, indeed, the grace which is given in Baptism is 
to be accounted greater or less, according to the age of the 
recipient. Whereas the Holy Spirit is not given by measure, 
but by the pity and indulgence of the Father is given in an 
equal degree to all. For as God does not accept the person, 
so neither does he accept the age, but shows himself a Father 
to all alike, with regard to their acquirement of celestial 
grace.”? Once more, when speaking of the case of a con- 
fessor who had afterwards fallen away, he says, “Such a man 
must not flatter himself on his confession, as though he was 
elected to the glorious prize, seeing that this very circumstance 
only rendered him more worthy of punishment. For the 
Lord elected even Judas amongst the Apostles, and Judas 
afterwards betrayed the Lord. But the faith and constancy 
of the Apostles did not fail, because Judas fell away from 
them, a traitor. And so in this case, the sanctity and dignity 
of the confessors does not take damage, because the faith of 


' Et post ista omnia, adhuc interfeo- | stam suam nemini clauditi—De Bono 
tores suos, si conversi ad eum venerint, | Patientis, § viii. 
suscipit; et patientid salutari ad con- 3 Epist. lix. § 3. 
servandum benignus et patiens, cccle- 
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certain amongst them had been wrecked.”' The whole argu- 
ment, both here and as it advances, is inconsistent with the 
Calvinistic doctrine of election. And finally, in the Epistle 
to Fortunatus, while at the request of that friend he en- 
deavours to prepare the minds of the brethren for the perse- 
cution they might be called upon to encounter, by exhortations 
taken from Scripture, he reminds them in chapter vii, that 
being once delivered from the jaws of the devil, and from the 
snares of the world, they must not relapse, “for that no one 
who has put his hand to the plough, and looketh back, is fit 
for the kingdom of God ;” and in chapter viii., that it is only 
by continuance in the faith that the crown can be won, for 
that “he that endureth to the end shall be saved:” with 
much more to the same purpose ; the whole reasoning proceed- 
ing upon the assumption that no Divine decrees stood in the way 
of the success of the personal efforts he was recommending. 

Hippolytus discovers his sentiments by the typical meaning 
he assigns to the posture of Jesus on the cross, who, by 
stretching out his arms right and left, invited all who believed 
to come to him.” 

Origen is perhaps the last man of all the Fathers to whom 
the Calvinist can appeal with success, whether upon the ques- 
tion before us, or on any other which is peculiar to him. So 
far from the exclusionist, he is almost always the latitudina- 
rian. Accordingly, in the present case, we find him contend- 
ing against the doctrine of necessity, and maintaining that 
Christ “came the Saviour of all men: ” * that “ for the salva- 
tion of our race he at once gave himself up for the whole 
world, according as every one could receive him: ”* nay, that 
after a succession of existences in which the souls of men will 
sink or rise according to their behaviour in each preceding 
stage, all will be saved ; for that as “all enemies are finally to 
be subjected to him, the salvation of them all is implied, and 
an ultimate restoration of the lost”®; though it should seem 
to be an abuse of Origen’s liberality to ascribe to him, as has 


ee Unitate Eoclesie, " χχὶ, Xxii, ᾿ Origen, Contra Celsum, IV. ξ 4. 
“Os ἐκτείνας τὰς ἁγίας χεῖρας ἐν Τὸν ἐπὶ σωτηρίᾳ τοῦ γένους ἡ 
ἁγίῳ ξύλῳ ἥπλωσε δύο πτέρυγας | παντὶ τῷ κόσμῳ ἀθρόως ἑαντὸν ἐπε 

δεξιὰν καὶ “εὐώνυμον, προσκαλούμενος | Λόγον ὡς “ech χωρεῖ ἐπ 
πάντας τοὺς εἷς αὐτὸν πιστεύοντας.----  ---Ὗ 111. § 1 

Hippolytus, De Christo et Antichristo,| ὅ De Principlis, 1Π. cv. § 7. 
§ Ix1. 
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been done, the doctrine that the devil himself is to be in- 
cluded in this amnesty—a notion which he rejects with 
abhorrence, as one which even a madman would not enter- 
tain." We further discover him maintaining that prophecy, 
- ° however it may and does prove God’s foreknowledge, has no 
effect on the event, which would have been just the same, had 
there been no prophecy or no foreknowledge respecting it ; 
that accordingly as the Psalm foretold of Judas, “he remem- 
bered not to show mercy, but persecuted the poor and needy 
man,” it was in his own power to have remembered mercy, 
and it was in his own power to have forborne persecuting 
him whom he persecuted ; and therefore that his condemna- 
tion was just: as in like manner the oracle having fore- 
warned Laius not to sow the furrow for children, for that so 
doing he should be slain by his child, he might have abstained 
and lived, and therefore that his death was of his own seek- 
ing.” Again, when commenting on the parable of the sower, 
he remarks, “ And this same rock is the human soul hardened 
through neglect, and petrified through wickedness; for no 
man’s heart was created stony by God, but it became so 
through sin.”* Thus the obduracy of the impenitent, accord- 
ing to Origen, is the effect of culpable negligence on their 
own part, and not of any Divine decrees. Nay, more, Origen 
actually ascribes it to the Valentinians, as an heretical opinion 


which the Church denounced, 


-that some were animal, and 


-some spiritual, some created to be saved, and some created to 
perish. And what is more yet, he expressly claims St. Paul, 
as Irenzeus had done before him,° as an advocate of his own 
views, even appealing to the ninth chapter of the Epistle to 
the Romans, and explaining away such passages in it as 


seem to imply the contrary ° 


1 Quidam eorum qui libenter conten- 
tiones reperiunt, adscribunt nobis et 
nostre doctrine blasphemiam, super 
qué ipse viderint, quomodo illud au- 
diant: Neque ebriosi, neque maledici 
regnum Dei possidebunt; licet patrem 
malitize et perditionis eorum qui de reg- 
no Dei ejicientur, dicant posse salvari, 
quod ne mente quidem quis captus di- 
cere potest.—Epistola ad Amicos Alex- 
andrinos, vol. i. p. 5. 

3 Contra Celsum, II. § 20. 

® De Principiis, III. c. i. § 14. 


; and, indeed, positively im- 


*"Eorea δ᾽ ἔτι καὶ τρίτον γένος 
τῶν ὀνομαζόντων Ψυχικοὺς τινας, καὶ 
πνευματικοὺς ἑτέρους" οἶμαι δ᾽ αὐτὸν 
λέγειν τοὺς ἀπὸ Οὐαλεντίνου. Καὶ 
τί τοῦτο πρὸς ἡμᾶς, τοὺς ἀπὸ τῆς 
ἐκκλησίας, κατηγοροῦντας τῶν εἶσα- 
γόντων φύσεις ἐκ κατασκευῆς σωζο-. 
μένας, ἢ ἐκ κατασκευῆς ἀπολλυμένας ; 
—Contra Celsum, V. § 61. Compare 
De Principiis, 11. ὁ. ix. § 5. 

5 See p. 498. 

6 De Principiis, III. c. i. §§ 6, 7. 18. 
20. : 
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puting what would be now called the Calvinistic interpreta- 
tion of it, to the heterodox or heretics.’ And the meaning, 
which he thus assigns to this chapter, he confirms in his com- 
mentary on the Epistle to the Romans, which was of a date 
subsequent to the “De Principiis;” and there refers his 
readers to what he had said on the former occasion? ; so that 
nothing can be.more deliberate in this instance, at least, than 
his conclusions. Indeed, it may be added that this chapter 
of St. Paul, on which so much of the Predestinarian contro- 
versy is now made to rest, was never expounded by the 
Fathers for nearly four centuries with any direct reference to 
it. It is true that Origen‘ is not content with neutralizing 
Romans ix. 21, “ Hath not the potter power over the clay, to 
make one vessel unto honour and another unto dishonour ? ” 
by comparing it with 2 Tim. 11. 21, “If a man purge him- 
self from these, he shall be a vessel unto honour,” but pro- 
ceeds to vindicate the justice of God by the theory (to which 
I have already alluded) that souls have pre-existed in other 
estates of being, and have been ushered by him into a suc- 
ceeding estate, as vessels unto honour, or vessels unto dishonour, 
according to their own conduct in their previous scene of trial ; 
still, a forced theory like this, only shows how repugnant to the 
Primitive Church the doctrines of fatalism were. Nor is it a 
less striking proof of the same fact, that Origen,’ in his com- 
ment on such a text as Genesis i. 14, should think it necessary 
to argue at very great length, that God has given no dominant 
influence to the planets, and that mankind are under no 
mechanical constraint. 


1 ᾿Αρξώμεθα τοίνυν ἀπὸ τῶν περὶ 
τοῦ Φαραὼ εἰρημένων ὡς σκληρυνο- 
μένον ὑπὸ Θεοῦ, ἵνα μὴ ἐξαποστείλῃ 
τὸν λαόν' ᾧ συνεξετασθήσεται ἅμα 

ἀποστολικόν" ἄρ᾽ οὖν ὃν θέλει ὁ 
Θεὸς ἐλεεῖ: ὃν δὲ θέλει σκληρύνει. 
Καὶ ἐπιχρῶνται τούτοις τῶν érepo- 

ξων τινὲς, σχεδὸν καὶ αὐτοὶ τὸ 
αὐτεξούσιον ἀναιροῦντες, διὰ τὸ φύσεις 
εἰσάγειν ἀπολλνμένας, ἀνεπιδέκτους 
τοῦ σώζεσθαι, καὶ ἑτέρας σωζομένας, 
ἀδυνάτως ἐχούσας πρὸς τὸ ἀπολέσθαι, 
n.T.A—§ 8. 


® Comment. in Roman. vol. iv. p. 614. 

8 Observandum 4°. Nonum caput ad 
Romanos, quod nunc fundus videtur to- 
tius doctrinw de predestinatione et re- 
probatione, non fuisse per quatuor pene 
srecula ita expositum a SS. Patribus, ut 
ad hoc argumentum directe pertineret. 
—Bishop Pearson,’ Minor Theological 
Works, vol. i. p. 251. 

4 Origen, De Principiis, III. o i 
§ 20. 

5 Comment. in Genes. vol. ii. p. 3. 
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LECTURE XV. 


Use of the Fathers in unfolding the meaning of Scripture: III. Prevailing mis- 
take of applying a modern standard of interpretation to passages which should 
be explained by reference to an ancient one. The information which the Fa- 
thers give on early heresies the true key to much of the New Testament. The 
method of Dr. Hammond substantially correct. Succession of heresies. Ob- 
servation of Tertullian. Illustration of it from the writings of St. John. St. 
Paul explained with reference to the Gnostic heresy by Ireneus. Application 
of the same method by Tertullian. Further allusions to the doctrines and 
phraseology of the Gnostics discoverable in the Apostolical Epistles. IV. In- 
terpretation of individual texts by the Fathers. Their comments not always 
to be relied on; yet often superior to those of modern days. Illustrations. 


IIT. 


torre is another bias which affects the general interpre- 

tation of Scripture perhaps as much as the Socinian or the 
Calvinistic does; and that is, a disposition to regulate the 
meaning of Scripture by a modern rather than an ancient 
standard ; to contemplate it from a late rather than an early 
position ; and refer it to events of a contemporary rather than 
ἃ primitive period—a bias the more to be provided against, 
because it suits the indolent; is easy and natural; re- 
quires little or no reading, study or penetration to follow: 
and accordingly it has made itself felt on the theology of the 
day, and especially on our Scripture commentators, with dis- 
astrous effect. 

The Fathers prove of eminent use as guides to the interpre- 
tation of Scripture by moderating this principle: and this 
they do, as in other ways which I have noticed, so by furnish- 
ing us with accurate information concerning the heresies which 
prevailed in the Sub-Apostolic, and even the Apostolic times ; 
that information supplying the true key to much of the New 
Testament. I have already touched from time to time on 
probable conclusions which such knowledge enables us to draw 
incidentally with respect to questions of great importance both 
ecclesiastical and religious ; though I might have done so to a 
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much greater extent: as, that the Episcopal form of Church 
government was that sanctioned by Scripture, since even the 
heretics adopted it, only in their case futile, because wanting 
the succession’: that the’ doctrine of the Trinity was scrip- 
tural, even Simon Magus, so primitive a heretic, caricaturing it 
in his crazy system*: that the Sacrament of Baptism was ac- 
cording to Scripture a mystery of the highest virtue, seeing 
that the heretics had their Initiation corresponding to it, their 
Redemptio or ἀπολύτρωσιν, as they called it,’ and which, as 
some of them pretended, gave exemption from natural death‘: 
that the Sacrament of the Eucharist was, according to Scrip- 
ture, sanctified by the peculiar presence of God ; even the here- 
tics representing that Charis of their Pleroma dropped’ her 
blood into the cup, and imparted herself in it to her worship- 
pers’: that faith and the Cross enter largely into the scheme 
of Scripture, since even ai heretics must have amongst their 
Zions πέστις and eravpos®: that the miraculous Conception must 
have been an acknowledged and well-known Scripture doctrine, 
since the same parties, instead of denying the fact, taught that 
Jesus passed through Mary as water through a tube.’ But, be- 
sides these broader features of revelation, which the heresies of 
primitive times serve to illustrate, confirm and fix ; they further 
act as exponents of many of the more obscure parts of holy Writ, 
and particularly of many passages in the Gospel of St. John, 
and in the Epistles whether of him or of other of the Apos- 
tles, passages which require the ‘most delicate investigation, 
and often experience the most trivial. Indeed, Dr. Hammond, 
you are aware, considered the Gnostic heresy to be the solvent 
of almost all the difficulties of those portions of Scripture ; 
as though St. John and St. Paul had it constantly in contem- 
plation. Here again, as in a former instance, the principle of 
interpretation may have been occasionally overstrained ; and 
may have been exercised on texts which possibly were to be 
explained by some other theory. But our own common sense 
must tell us, that the early heresies of the Church could not 
fail to enter largely into the views of the Apostles; and that 
though the question of more or less may admit of debate, the 


1 Treneus, V. c. xx. § 1. Tertullian, “TI. 0. xxiii. § 5. 
De Prescriptione Hereticorum, ο. xxxii. δ 6, xiii. § 2. 
5 Treneus, I. ὁ. xxiii. 41, © c. i. § 2; ©. iii. § 5. 


3 I. 6. xxi. §§ 1, 2, 8. Τ 5. vii. § 2. 
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substantial fact can admit of none: heresies begun by Simon 
Magus, the founder, as he is ever represented to be, of Gnostic 
doctrines, which prevailed so widely over Christendom'; pur- 
sued successively by Menander’?; Saturninus®; Basilides‘ ; 
Carpocrates*; Cerinthus*®; the Ebionites’; the Nicolaitans® ; 
Cerdon’®; Marcion”; Tatian with his ’"Eyxpareés or Conti- 
nents’; and consolidated and reduced to a system by Valen- 
tinus*; against whom, as the champion of the whole, the 
Fathers level their chief attacks.” I have given a short pedi- 
gree of heresy, in order to show how very soon after the pub- 
lication of the Gospel, it became active ; and how sure, there- 
fore, it was to draw to itself the attention of the Apostolic 
writers. “ Fabulas.... quas Apostoli spiritus, his jam tune 
pullulantibus seminibus heereticis, damnare preevenit,”’ as Ter- 
tullian expresses it '*; “Fables which the spirit of the Apostle 
(for the germs of these heresies were even then beginning to 
sprout), condemned by anticipation.” 

Thus take the opening of the Gospel of St. John: “In the 
beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God.” But the Gnostic theory was that the 
Word was not “in the beginning,” but was an AZon, one of 
a succession of beings, which originated from Bythus, the 
primeval God of all—was not “ with God,” for according to 
that, he did not even fully know God—was not “God,” for 
he was produced by him, and there was a time when he was 
not ; hence St. John’s repetition of the assertion, “the same 
was in the beginning with God.” Again, “All things were 
made by him, und without him was not anything made that 
was made.”’ But the Gnostic creed was that all things were 
made by Demiurgus, an AZon far lower in the scale than even 
the Word. “In him was life.” But Life or Ζωὴ in the 
Gnostic genealogy was the mate of the Word, not itself the 
Word ; the two being one of the earliest onic couples or 
syzygies. “And the life was the light of men.” But the 
Gnostic would have the Light to be a substance which Acha- 
moth attempted to grasp in vain, being hindered by Horus.” 


' Treneeus, I. 6. xxiii. § 4. Me, xxviii. § 1. 13 5. xxxi. § 3. 
3.5. 5. 3c. xxiv. § 1. 13 TV. Preef. § 2. 

4§ 8. δ xxv. § 1. 14 Tertullian, Adversus Valentinianos, 
δ. xxvi. § 1. 6. iii. 

7 §2. 353. 8 freneeus, I. 6. iv. § 1. 


9s 1. 10 ¢ 2, 


510 WITH REFERENCE TO EARLY HERESIES. (Senrts IT. 


I simply touch on these features of the Gnostic hypothesis in 
order to turn your thoughts to a further investigation of the 
relation between. that hypothesis and the Gospel of St. John ; 
and to apprize you of the quarter to which you must direct 
your attention in order to develope much of the mystical lan- 
guage which prevails in the opening of that Gospel. 

Or take the first Epistle of the same Apostle ; and observe 
how obscure is the following phraseology, when considered 
without any reference to the peculiar condition of the re- 
ligious world at the time; and how strongly it shows the 
need there is for commentators on the Epistles to make 
themselves acquainted with primitive ecclesiastical history. 
“ Who is a liar, but he that denieth that Jesus is the 
Christ 1} “ Whosoever shall confess that Jesus is the Son 
_of God, God dwelleth in him, and he in God.”? “ Whoso- 
ever believeth that Jesus is the Christ is born of God.”? 
But if we recollect that in the earliest intamations we have 
of the doctrines of the Gnostics, we find those heretics mak- 
ing a separation between Jesus and Christ ; affirming the 
former to be a mere man, the latter to be a superior being 
which entered him by an illapse at his Baptism, and quitted 
him before his death ; we may well believe that the same or 
similar sentiments prevailed even in St. John’s own time, and 
were probably the sentiments which called forth from him 
these emphatic declarations of the unity of the Godhead and 
the Manhood in one Jesus Christ.‘ 

Again, in the Epistles of St. Paul there should seem to be 
still more allusions to this Gnostic heresy, so amply developed 
by the Fathers, but of which we at present know nothing ex- 
cept through them. Irenzeus constantly speaks in a manner 
which shows that he entertained no doubt whatever, that St. 
Paul had the Gnostic in his mind when he offers so many 
cautions against the search after spurious knowledge. Thus, 
as one instance out of many. “It is better,” says Irenzeus, 
“that men should continue ignorant and unlearned, and yet 
by reason of charity be near to God, than have the appear- 
ance of being learned and skilful, and yet be found blas- 
phemers of their Lord, by fashioning for themselves another 
God the Father. And therefore Paul exclaimed, ‘knowledge 
puffeth up, but charity edifieth ; not that he would blame a 


‘1 John ii. 22. 8 iv. 15, Fy. 1. 4 Treneus, IIT. ¢. xvi. 
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real knowledge concerning God, for in that case he would be 
his own accuser ; but that he knew some persons who under a 
pretence of knowledge were puffed up so as to fall from the 
love of God; and thus to imagine themselves to be perfect, 
whilst they were introducing an imperfect Demiurgus ; there- 
fore, the Apostle, with a view to abate their pride about 
knowledge of this sort, says, ‘knowledge puffeth up, but 
charity edifieth.’’’’ I bring forward this passage simply to 
show, that Irenzeus made no question whatever of St. Paul 
having the Gnostics in his eye, in many of his observations in 
his Epistles ; and to prove it is not merely a fancy of mo- 
dern times that we may find the key to much of the Apostle’s 
meaning in the sentiments of these heretics. Thus in the 
first Epistle to Timothy, St. Paul uses the following language,? 
“QO Timothy, keep that which is committed to thy trust, 
avoiding profane and vain babblings, and oppositions of 
science falsely so called, which some professing have erred 
concerning the faith.” This is a passage, which amongst 
others Irenzeus recognises as referring to this Gnostic heresy. 
He adopts the terms of it indeed for the title of his work, as 
the preface to his fifth book indicates. “In hoc libro quinto 
operis universi quod est de traductione et eversione falsd 
cognominate agnitionis.”’ And surely nobody can read the 
strange speculations of the Gnostics, their Pleromas and their 
Eons, having no foundation in facts, and dethroning both 
God and Christ, without admitting that they could not be 
more aptly described than “as profane and vain babblings ;” 
or remark the antagonistic principles of which their scheme is 
full, Light and Darkness, God and Matter, a Supreme Deity 
and a refractory Demiurgus ; without acknowledging that the 
term ἀντιθέσει9 was descriptive of its character. But if so, 
is it not an affair of great practical importance that the real 
enemy, against which the Apostle was in the first instance 
contending, should be thus unmasked ; and that it should be 
no longer supposed that his argument was meant to encourage 
in Timothy and his successurs a contempt for human learning, 
as wany have imagined, and lead ignorant teachers to shelter 
their incapacity to instruct under the precepts of an Apostle? 


δ Ireneeus, II. 6. xxvi. § 1. 2 ᾿Αντιθέσεις τῆς ψευδωνύμου γνώ- 
σεως.---Δ Tim. vi. 20, 21. 
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Again, in. the Epistle to Titus,’ St. Paul cautions him to 
“avoid foolish questions, and genealogies, and contentions, 
and strivings about the law; for they are unprofitable,” says 
he, “and vain. A man that is an heretic,” he then proceeds, 
“after the first and second admonition, reject:” as though 
there was some connection between the former and the latter 
clause: between the “foolish questions and genealogies” and 
“heresy ;” which there would be, if by these foolish questions 
and genealogies we understand the Gnostic doctrines and the 
genealogies of the ASons, which form so prominent a feature of 
that school; for the Apostle could scarcely condemn any 
attention that might be paid to Jewish genealogies ; in which 
sense some have understood the passage, when two of the 
Gospels have been careful to preserve such, and when St. Paul 
himself appears to have been anxious in his preaching to 
establish the descent of Jesus Christ from David and from 
Abraham.? The “contentions and strivings about the law” 
therefore which succeed to the “foolish questions and genea- 
logies,” may be very well supposed, consistently with the 
view I am now taking of this passage of St. Paul, to be those 
fables about successive emanations from God of which the 
Jewish Cabbala was full, and which fraternized with the 
dreams of the Gnostics. At any rate interpreters of St. Paul 
should be perfectly aware of these things, whatever weight 
they may attach to them; and not come to their work, the 
most difficult work of explaining these Epistles, and one which 
requires every help that can be found, unacquainted with any 
times but their own, and unimbued with any spirit but that 
of their own day. 

Again, what can be the meaning, it may be asked, of St. 
Paul’s saying to Timothy,* “ And their word will eat as doth 
wu canker, of whom is Hymenzus and Philetus; who con- 
cerning the truth have erred, saying that the resurrection 18 
past already: and overthrow the faith of some?” Possibly 
this passage also is to be explained by taking into account a 
tenet of the Gnostics, some of whom made a resurrection to be 
synonymous with Baptism as administered by them, when 


' Titus iii, 9, 10. Burton’s Bampton Lectures, p. 114. 
22 Tim. ii. 8; Acts xiii. 23; Rom. i. > 2 Tim. ii. 17, 18. 
8; ix. 5; Heb. vii. 18, 14. See Dr. 
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raised up from their previous state of ignorance, the parties 
who submitted to it became filled with knowledge, and in a 
certain sense died no more.’ Indeed, Tertullian expressly 
affirms that St. Paul is contemplating a tenet of the Valen- 
tinians when he uses these expressions, as he is contemplating 
extravagancies of other sects of the Gnostic heretics when he 
uses Other peculiar terms elsewhere. The whole paragraph is 
curious as proving even more conspicuously than the one I 
have just quoted from Irensus, that the early Fathers 
regarded, as: I have said, these primitive heresies, as the true 
key to much of the writings of the Apostles. It will be 
observed, it glances at some portions of those writings, which 
have already furnished me with examples. “Paul in his 
Epistle to the Corinthians,” says Tertullian, “takes note of 
those who denied or doubted a resurrection; an opinion 
proper to the Sadducees: Marcion, Apelles and Valentinus 
adopted it in part, and such other persons as dispute the 
resurrection of the flesh. In writing to the Galatians he 
inveighs against the observers of circwmcision and the law: 
this is the heresy of Hebion. To Timothy he complains of 
those who forbid marriage: Marcion and Apelles his follower, 
held this tenet. He also touches those who said, that the 
resurrection ts already past ; such was the assertion of the 
Valentinians. Moreover, when he speaks of endless genea- 
logies, Valentinus falls under his reprimand ; whose on of 
some new name or other, and indeed several names, generates 
of his own Charis, Sense and Truth; these beget the Word 
and Life; they, Man and the Church: and such is the 
Ogdoad of AZons. Thence proceed ten other AZons; and from 
them twelve more, of strange names to make up the fable of 
thirty fons. The same Apostle, when he rebukes those 
who are in bondage to the elements, points to a notion of 
Hermogenes, who holds that matter was not created, and 
compares it to God who was not created; and thus making 
as he does a goddess of the mother of the elements he 
may very well do service to her whom he likens unto God. 
John in the Revelation is ordered to reprove those, who ate 
things offered to idols and committed fornication : the Nico- 
laitans of that time are now the heresy of the Cainites. And 
1_Treneus, I. 6. xxiii. § 5. Origen | —Contra Celsum, V. ὁ 22. 


probably alludes to the same parties. 
Ι,1, 
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in his Epistle he calls those especially Antichrists, who denied 
that Christ had come in the flesh, and who did not think that 
Jesus was the Son of God: the former opinion Marcion held ; 
the latter Hebion. But the system of sorcery of Simon, 
which does service to angels, and was itself counted among 
idolatries, was condemned by the Apostle Peter, in the person 
of Simon.”’ In other places Tertullian expresses the same 
sentiment no less confidently. In his “ De Carne Christi,” 
‘When the Holy Spirit by one prophet says, ‘I am God and 
beside me there is none other,’ it looks forward to Marcion. 
When it exclaims in another to the same purport in the same 
manner, ‘There was no God before me,’ it hits the genea- 
logies, as they call them, of the AZons of Valentinus. When, 
‘born not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the will 
of man, but of God,’ it replies to Hebion. When, ‘ Whoso- 
ever shall preach any other Gospel, even if he should be an 
angel from heaven, let him be accursed,’ it directs its speech 
to the workings of the evil spirit of Apelles’ virgin Philumene. 
When, ‘ he who denies that Christ is come in the flesh is anti- 
christ,’ it affirms the simple absolute quality of his flesh, in 
the ordinary acceptance of the term flesh, against all who 
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cavil at it.’’* 


1 Paulus in prima ad Corinthios notat 
negatores et dubitatores resurrectionis. 
Heec opinio propria Sadduceeorum ; par- 
tem ejus usurpat Marcion, et Apelles, 

-et Valentinus, et si qui alii resurrec- 
tionem carnis infringunt. Et ad Gala- 
tas scribens, invehitur in observatores 
et defensores circumcisionis et legis : 
Hebionis heresis est. Timotheum in- 
struens, nuptiarum quoque interdictores 
suggillat: ita instituunt Marcion et 
Apelles ejus secutor. Atque tangit eos, 
qui dicerent factam jam resurrectionem : 
id de se Valentiniani asseverant. Sed 
et cum genealogias indeterminatas no- 
minat, Valentinus agnoscitur; apud 
quem on ille nescio qui novi et non 
unius nominis generat 6 sud Charite 
Sensum et Veritatem; et hi reque pro- 
creant duos, Sermonem et Vitam; de- 
hinc et isti generant Hominem et Eccle- 
siam : estque hec prima ogdoas eonum. 
Exinde decem alii, et duodecim reliqui 
ssones miris nominibus oriuntur in me- 
ram fabulam triginta eonum. Idem 
Apostolus, cum improbat elementis ser- 


vientes, aliquid Hermogenis ostendit, 
qui, materiam non natam introducens, 
Deo non nato eam comparat, et ita ma- 
trem elementorum deam faciens, potest 
ei servire quam Deo comparat. Joan- 
nes vero in Apocalypsi idolothyta eden- 
tes et stupra committentes jubet casti- 
gare: sunt et nunc alii Nicolaite, Cai- 
ana heresis dicitur. At inf epistolé eos 
maxime antichristos vocat, qui Chris- 
tum negarent in carne venisse, et qui 
non putarent Jesum esse Filium Dei: 
illud Marcion, hoc Hebion vindicavit. 
Simoniane: autem magi disciplina, an- 
gelis serviens, utique et ipsa inter idolo- 
latrias deputabatur, et a Petro Apostolo 
in ipso Simone damnabatur.—Tertul- 
lian, De Preescriptione Hereticorum, ὁ. 
XXXili. 

3 Ideo etiam Marcionem prospiciens ; 
Ego sum, inquit, Deus, et alius absque 
me non est. Et cum in alio idipsum 
eodem modo dicit: Ante me Deus non 
fuit, nescio quas illas Valentinianoram 
Zonum genealogias pulsat. Et, Non 
ex sanguine, neque ex carnis et viri 
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T think these paragraphs clearly prove, that in the opinion 
of the early Fathers at least, the heresies of their days (which 
in many of their features were those of the days of the 
Apostles themselves more fully developed) did impress the 
writings of the Apostles; that they must accordingly be 
taken into account by those who would get at the full mean- 
ing of those writings; and that to refer them entirely to the 
events of comparatively modern date, as though no others 
suited them, is to presume a good deal. Certainly ὕστεροι 
καιροὶ, “the last times,” is a phrase which relates, as it is 
very well known, to the times which immediately preceded 
the dissolution of the Jewish commonwealth, the last of that 
ancient kingdom. And when St. Paul tells Timothy that in 
those times some should come who would “forbid to marry 
and command to abstain from meats ;”' and when we have it 
on record that these two features were characteristic of a 
school of the Gnostics so early as Irensus,? and that the 
principle which prompted these restrictions was a notion that 
all matter was radically corrupt, and that the less it was 
propagated or meddled with the better; we shall at once see 
the force of the Apostle’s remark, which immediately follows, 
viz. “ Every creature of God is good,”’* and the idea which 
was in his mind at the moment, connecting the former clause 
with this; his argument taking precisely the same turn as 
that of Irenseus, where he says, “the followers of Saturninus 
and Marcion, or Continents as they are called, preached 
abstinence from marriage and from animal meats, thus 
showing themselves ungrateful to God who made all things;”* 
and we shall feel that there is no need perhaps to go further 
for the solution of the passage, and that if we do so we 
may fare worse.° 


voluntate, sed ex Deo natus est, Hebi- , dicunt esse. Multi autem ex iis, qui 


oni respondit. Aique, etiamsi angelus 
de calo aliter evangelizaverit vobis 
quam nos, anathema sit; ad energema 
Apelleiacs virginis Philumenes filum 
dirigit. Certe, qui negat Christum in 
carne venisse, hic antichristus est; nu- 
dam et absolutam et simplici nomine 
nature sus pronuntians carnem, omnes 
disceptatores ejus ferit—De Carne 
Christi, c. xxiv. 

11 Tim. iv. 1. 8, 

3 Nubere autem et generare a Satana 


sunt ab 60, et ab animalibus abstinent, 
per fictam hujusmodi continentiam se- 
ducentes multos.—lIreneus, I. 0. xxiv. 
§ 2. 

81 Tim. iv. 4. 

4 ᾿Απὸ Σατορνίνου καὶ κίωνος 
of καλούμενοι Eyxpareis ἀγαμίαν ἐκή- 
ρυξαν. . .. καὶ τῶν λεγομένων παρ᾽ 
αὐτυῖς ἐμψύχων ἀποχὴν εἰσηγήσαντο 
ἀχαριστοῦντες τῷ πάντα πεποιηκότι 
Ocgy.—lIreneeus, Lc. xxviii. § 1. 

δ See Dr. Burton's Bampton Lec- 


LL 3 


516 AND PHRASEOLOGY IN ST. PAUL. = (Snuzs II. 


It is not improbable that the very phraseology of the Apos- 
tolical Epistles has been tinged by the technical terms of the 
Gnostic school, and that, accordingly, some acquaintance with 
those terms is necessary to the full understanding of much of 
the language of those Epistles. Thus, “That ye may be able 
to comprehend with all saints what is the breadth and length, 
and depth (8a@os), and height, and to know the love of 
Christ, which passeth knowledge (γνῶναί τε τὴν ὑπερβάλ- 
λουσαν τῆς γνώσεως ἀγάπην τοῦ Χριστοῦ), that ye may be 
filled with all the fulness of God (eis πᾶν τὸ πλήρωμα τοῦ 
Θεοῦ). Here βάθος akin to βυθὸς, γνῶσις, πλήρωμα, are 
all of them terms of the most common use in the Gnostic 
vocabulary: as if the Apostle intended to suggest that the 
“love of Christ,” which he was endeavouring to foster in the 
Ephesians, would impart to them far higher and nobler 
thoughts than all these heretical mysteries with their βυθὸν 
or primeval God, their yvaors, or knowledge, falsely so called, 
and their πλήρωμα, or dwelling-place of their Aons. Or 
again, these Atons themselves seem to enter into the language 
of the Apostle, as when he says, “God hath spoken unto us 
by his Son, by whom also he made the worlds (τοὺς at@vas) :” 
as though he would imply that Christ was the Maker, not 
only of the universe, but of the tons themselves; of all 
spiritual beings; whether they were, as he expresses it in 
another ‘Place, a none or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers.” 


IV. 


I said that, besides developing the spirit in which the early 
Church interpreted the Old Testament, especially the ritual 
and prophetical parts of it ; and besides affording a guide to 
much of the New Testament, by showing the opinions held 
by the early Church upon many leading questions since made 
matters of debate ; and a key to much more of it by putting 


tures, notes 60 and 61, and Bishop | have proved that to be the meaning by 
Pearson, Minor Theological Works, vol. | a reference to I. 6. xiii. § 1, where Mar- 
ii. pp. 41-55. Concio IV. on 1 Tim. iv. | cus is called πρόδρομος τοῦ ᾿Αντιχρίσ- 
1. It may be here observed that Bi- | του, as in the passage in question he is 
shop Pearson, in his Vindicie, Pt. I. c. | called πρόδρομος ἀντιθέου πανουργίας, 
vi., understands the ἀντίθεος πανου pyla | Anti-Christ being identified with these 
mentioned in some verses ἀπο ἢ by | early heresies. 

Ireneus from a Senior quidam, I. c. xv. 1 Ephes. iii. 18, 19. 

§ ὃ, to mean Anti-Christ. He might| * Col. i. 16, 17. 
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us in possession of the heresies which infested the Church 
from the most primitive times, to which the Apostles often 
have an eye; the Fathers were further of use by furnishing 
many probable expositions of individual texts. I am far 
from maintaining that their comments are to be received in 
all instances: the aptness of the comment of course will de- 
pend in a great measure on the judgment and ability of the 
particular commentator: but I do say that, owing to the 
period at which they lived ; following so closely in the wake of . 
the Apostles themselves, as they did; and cast into a social 
position so similar to that in which the Epistles were written ; 
there is a freshness and spirit in much of their expositions 
which distinguish them very greatly from those of more 
modern days ; and a charm in the absence of all that mani- 
pulation of the meaning, which texts undergo at the hands of 
schools of theology in later times. I may not be able, on the 
spur of the moment, to produce the happiest examples of the 
interpretation of texts which the Fathers supply ; but such as 
I may offer will serve to direct the attention to the kind 
‘of assistance they often yield us in mastering Scripture, 

Thus, to take a simple case: “The Lord of that servant 
shall come in a day when he looketh not for him, and in an 
hour that he is not aware of, and shall cut him asunder 
(διχοτομήσει αὐτόν). } The term διχοτομήσει, as applied 
to the servant who had forfeited his trust, and abused his 
master’s property in his absence, finds an illustration in Ter- 
tullian, who speaks of an obsolete Roman law, by which the 
bankrupt debtor was condemned to be cut asunder by his 
creditors.” 

Again, John’s caution to the soldiers, “ Do violence to no 
man, neither accuse any falsely,” * is shown to be strictly ap- 
propriate to that class of his hearers, and in keeping with the 
times, by another phrase which drops from the same Father. 
He is enumerating the several enemies truth and the Gospel 
encountered. “As many as are strangers to it,” says he, 
“are its foes: the Jews indeed naturally out of rivalry ; the 
soldiers ex concussione,” a legal term, implying extortion by 
threats or violence.‘ 

1 Matt. xxiv. 51. tullian, Apol. o. iv. 


* Sed et judicatos retro in partes 3 Luke iii. 14. J 
secari a creditoribus leges erant.—Ter- 4 Tertullian, Apol. ὁ. vii. 
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Again, “and they sent unto him their disciples with the 
Herodians,” to put the insidious question to Jesus about 
the tribute money.' Tertullian tells us’? (though not in re- 
ference to this text) that the Herodians were persons who 
believed Herod to be the Christ. If so, the selection of these 
men by the Pharisees for their malicious errand was peculiarly 
well suited to the end they had in view. 

Once more, “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, he that be- 
lieveth on me, the works that I do shall he do also; and 
greater works than these shall he do ; because I go unto my 
Father.”’* Thus the disciples were to do greater works than 
Jesus himself had done, prodigious as were his miracles. How 
so? Origen, no doubt, gives the true solution; that the 
spiritual wonders which the disciples would be able to effect 
on the souls of mankind, after the Comforter should have come, 
would exceed in dignity the physical ones of the Saviour him- 
self. “I would venture to say that, according to the promise 
of Jesus, the disciples have done greater things than those 
sensible ones which Jesus did: for the eyes of the blind in 
soul are constantly opened ; and the ears of those who have 
been deaf to the accents of virtue, listen eagerly to instruc- 
tion concerning God and a blessed life with him; and many 
who were lame in the gait of their ‘inner man,’ as Scripture 
terms it, now that the Word hath healed them, not only leap, 
but leap as a stag, an animal hostile to serpents, and superior 
to all the poison of vipers ; and cured of their former halting, 
they receive from Jesus authority to trample under their feet 
-——those very feet which were infirm before—the malice of 
snakes and scorpions, and, in a word, all the power of the 
enemy, without injury to themselves.” ὁ 

Again, “For this cause ought the woman to have power 
(or a covering) on her head, because of the angels.” Modern 
interpreters of this text have resorted to various explanations 
of the term “angels,” in order, apparently, to evade the lite- 
ral one ; the Romish abuse of worshipping angels having, as it 
should seem, excited a prejudice against acknowledging their 

? Matt. xxii. 16. qui Christum Herodem esse dixerunt. 
3 Pretermitto Pharismos, qui addita- | —De Prescriptione Hereticorum, c. 
menta quedam legi adstruendo a Ju- | xlv. 


deis divisi sunt: unde etiam hoc acci- 8 John xiv. 12. 


pere ipsum quod habent nomen, digni 4 Origen, Contra Celsum, 11. § 48. 
fuerunt: cum hic etiam Herodianos, § 1 Cor. xi. 10, 
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reasonable presence about men, and their legitimate offices. But . 
the Fathers in general take the text in its strict sense, for the 
most part evidently unconscious that it would admit of any 
other, and regard the angels as invisible partakers in the congre- 
gations of the faithful '; present at their prayers*; ministers 
at their Baptism*; witnesses of their marriage‘; and, accord- 
ingly, the admonition in the Marriage Service of the Salisbury 
Ritual runs thus: “ Dearly beloved, we are gathered together 
here in the sight of God, of the angels, and all his saints, in 
the face of the congregation,” &c. ; some such form having no 
doubt existed from the earliest times. 

Take one instance more. Few questions relating to the 
New Testament history have given rise to more intricate con- 
troversy than the amount of power left with the Jewish 
magistrates under the Roman government; whether it ex- 
tended to the infliction of capital punishment or not. Lard- 
ner, in his “ Credibility of the Gospel History,” at great length 
denies it. Mr. Biscoe, in his “ History of the Acts of the 
Apostles,” at no less length maintains it.° The texts intro- 
duced into the discussion are thoroughly conflicting. Thus 
we read on the one hand of Saul going with letters from the 
High Priest to Damascus, and on that authority prepared to 
bring men and women, who were Christians, bound to Jeru- 
salem: of his “breathing out threatenings and slaughter :”’ 
of his “persecuting that way unto the death.”* We read 
of Tertullus saying concerning Paul, “Whom we took, and 
would have judged according to our law. But the chief cap- 
tain Lysias came upon us, and with great violence took him 
out of our hands.”® And we read of the Jews declaring, 
“We never were in bondage to any man.” On the other 
hand, we have these same Jews, when Pilate bid them “ take 
Jesus and judge him according to their law,” replying, “it 


1 Treneeus, I. c. viii. § 2. Origen, De 
Oratione, § 31. Theophylact, it is true, 
refers to an opinion of Clemens that 
they were τοὺς τῆς ᾿Εκκλησίας δικαίους, 
but he pronounces it to be too refined 
8 notion. 

3 Angelo adhuc orationis adstante.— 
Tertullian, De Oratione, c. xvi. 

8 Sed in aqua emundati sub angelo, 
Spiritui Sancto preparamur.—De Bap- 
tismo, 6. vi. 

* Unde sufficiamus ad enarrandam 


felicitatem ejus matrimonii, quod Ec- 
clesia conciliat, et confirmat oblatio, et 
obsignat benedictio, angeli renuntiant, 
Pater rato habet ?—Ad Uxorem, II. 
6, ix. 

δ Lardner, Credibility, Pt. I. Bk. I. 
6. ii. 

6 Biscoe on the Acts, ch. vi. 

7 Acts ix. 1, 2. 

8 Acts xxii. 4. 

9 Acts xxiv. 6, 7. 

10 John viii. 33. 
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is not lawful for us to put any man to death.”' The circum- 
stances attending the death of Stephen are a practical example 
of the difficulty of coming to a conclusion on the one side or 
the other ; some of the incidents seeming to indicate that the 
proceeding was ἃ legal one ; others, that it was a violent and 
tumultuous one; and all of them taken together perhaps 
arguing that it was a mixture of both. And, accordingly, our 
Church historians are at a loss what view to give of this 
transaction. Now there is a passage in Origen’s Epistle to 
Africanus, which I have not seen noticed by any of the dis- 
putants, that appears to me to furnish a clue to the whole 
question. In this Epistle, Origen is undertaking a sort of 
hasty defence (for he professes that he was not at the time in 
a condition to examine the matter with care) of the genuine- 
ness of the History of Susanna: and one of the objections to 
its genuineness urged by his friend being this, “How could 
they who were in captivity pass a sentence of death” (for 
sentence of death was passed on the elders?)? Origen makes 
answer, “It is no extraordinary thing, when great nations 
have been conquered, for the victorious sovereign to allow his 
captives to make use of their own laws and courts. At this 
moment,” he then adds, “under the empire of the Romans, to 
whom the Jews are tributary, we know from our own expe- 
rience what power the Ethnarch is permitted by Cesar to 
exercise over them, so that he differs nothing from their king. 
And they have their trials according to law by stealth ; and 
some are even condemned to death: all this not done, to be 
sure, with perfect boldness ; but still with the connivance of 
the Emperor. Now this we can speak to with confidence, 
having been ourselves long living in the country of this people. 
And yet only two tribes, those of Judah and Benjamin, and 
perhaps that of Levi, are reported to have come under the rule 
of the Romans: whereas the Israelites consisted of ten other 
tribes besides Judah ; and it is probable the Assyrians were 
satisfied with having them captives, and let them retain their 
own courts.”* The Jews, therefore, it should seem from 
Origen’s account, who speaks like one intimately acquainted 
with the facts of the case, were and were not in the enjoy- 
ment of their own laws, and their own tribunals. Their 
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magistrates acted, but still under sufferance: the Romans at 
any moment ready to declare their own supreme authority, 
and suspend their functions. A position like. this explains 
the equivocal language we find used on the subject; as well 
as the indecent haste with which the Jew sometimes hurried 
on the consummation of his own decree. And a phrase in 
Justin confirms the information furnished by Origen. For in 
his “ Dialogue with Trypho,” when applying a reproachful 
passage of Isaiah to the Jews, against whom that treatise is 
directed, “ And truly,” says he, “ your hand is lifted up to do 
evil” (as the prophet had described), “since even when ye 
had slain Christ, ye do not repent, but hate and murder us, 
who through him believe in the God and Father of the uni- 
verse, as often as ye receive the power.” 

Who can deny that authors who enable us to clear up ob- 
scurities of this kind are of great value? or fail to see that it 
is their early date, and that alone, which very often qualifies 
them for doing this; and that no substitute or equivalent can 
be found for that advantage in commentators of modern days, 
let their sagacity and other accomplishments be what they 
may ἴ ; 


'“Ocaxis ay λάβητε éLovoiay.—Justin Martyr, Dial. § 133. 


Digitized by Google 


PASSAGES 


Genesis i. 14 


1. 20 : 
i. 21, 92 ὸ 
1 24 ‘ . 
:. 26 -, : 
1. 28 ‘ 
xviii. 17 
xix. 24. é 
xix. 30-38: . 
xxxvii. 19 . 
xrhx. 10 ὃ 
Exodus iit. 14: . 
xvii. 16 : 
Leviticus χ. 1.9. 
xvi. 18,14 . 


Numbers xvi. ᾿ 
Deuteronomy i. 31 


Joshua i. 8. 
Judges vi. ‘37-40 
1 Samuel vi. 14 

2 Kings iv. 34, 85 
Job xiv. 4, 5 Ε 
Psalms i i.2 ᾿ 


Proverbs ἢ 1. 5 
Viii. 22 
Viii. 28 


- Φ 
. e e e e e e 


ee efe ὃ ὁ Ὁ 95. ὁ 5 ® ὁ ὃ Ὁ ὁ 9 e# ὁ 5 9 e «© @# ® ὁ ου5 


. 17] 
. 603 
. 477 
. 887 
. 224 
. 387 
. 221 
280, 387 
. 862 
. 887 
. 387 
. 387 
. 387 
. 387 
. 388 


. 478, 479 


. 479 
. 388 


OF 


Proverbs ix. 1 ° 


ix. 17. 


Ixi. 2° 


Ezekiel ii, 8 
Malachi 1.11 
St. Matthew i. I 


1,17 ' 


e e . Φ e e e e e e e e e . 


SCRIPTURE 
‘EXPLAINED OR REFERRED, TO. 


- 461 


446, 448, 450 
. 360, 367 
. 869, 370 


. 367 


524 


xxvili. 20 


St. Mark i. 1 


ii. 26 


iii, 18, 14, 15 


x39 . 
xvi. 15-18 
xvi. 18 . 


St. Luke i. 1-4 


1. 5 


St. John i. 1 


2 


το Eee ge pet ΩΣ 
ry mm ὦ 


vi. 33 e 


vi. 35, 48, 51 


vi. 48 
vi. 51 
vi. 54 


= 
(~~) 
7 
Φ Φ Φ e . e e e Φ 


Φ 
Φ 


δ 
Φ 
e 
e 
. 
e 
e 
Φ 
e 
e 
e 
e 
6 
Φ 
Φ 
e 
Φ 
Φ 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
6 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
e 
δ 
e 
e 
e 
Φ 
Φ 
e 
e 
6 
6 
e 
e 
e 
e 
Φ 
e 


PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURE 


St. Matthew xxvii. 52, 53 


._e¢ e ce oe © © © ὁ δ © & ee © © . ὁ δ «© ὁ ὁ 5" © © ὃ ὁ © © © © ὃ ὁ © ὃ © ὁ ὁ ὁ δ ὁ ὃ © δ,» © δ ὦ ee ὁ ὁ ἃ ὁ ο ὁ 


PAGE 
- 870 


St. John xvi. 33 


xviii. $1 
xxi. 25 


Acts i. 3 


11.17 
iv. 24 
v. 16 


3 
@ 


ἷχ. 21. 


1 Corinthians i. 


1.2. 


ς..Φ. Φοο & 9 65 ὁ ο 6 ὁ ὃ © & © © «© ὁ ὁ ὁ 5 δ ὁ δ» © δ ὃ ὁ ὃ ὁ ὁ ὁ ὃ we we ὃ ὃ © ὃ © © ὁ ὁ 94 sf 


34 


“δ & 8 & € « ee © ὁ © ee e ὁ 6 & © © ὁ ὁ ὃ ὁ δ ὁ ὁ © ὃ © ὃ © ὃ © ὁ ὁ ὁ © © δΛ᾽»άχσξἍδο.ο ὃ ew ὁ ὁ ὁ ὃ ο9 ὃ ὁ ὁ Ο ὁ ὁ ὁ 


oe 6 ὁ ὁ ο ὃ ὁ ὁ υ © δ © @ 9 ὁ ὁ Δ ὁ ὃ © © © ὁ 8 ὁ. ο δ᾽ ὁ δῶ &© ὁ ὃ 8 @ 
e 
φῶ 
Od 
[-} 


ee F 8 eM ee ee He ee ee ee ew 
as : 
a2 
© 
Φ 
= 


EXPLAINED OR REFERRED TO. 525 


PAGE PAGE 
1 Corinthians v.9, 10 . é - 199 | 1 Timothy iv. 4 . ‘ ‘ . 515. 
vil . « « «© 284, 808 v.1,17. .« «© « . 381 
vi. 5,6 . ὸ ὲ 5 . 808 ν.18, ὸ g ᾿ . 891 
vii. ; 5 : ς . 304 v.22 , ‘ ξ ᾿ . 881 
vil. 8 ‘ 3 ‘ . 120 vi. 20, 21 ‘ ; é . 511 
vii. 12,138 . ὃ . . 234 | 2Timothyii.8 . ᾿ . . 512 
vii. 20. ; ᾿ ᾿ . 202 ii. 9 ‘ ; ‘ Ξ . 3832 
Vii. 25 ὶ ὲ ᾿ . 106 ii. 17,18 ) é . 512, 518 
vii. 29. ‘. ᾿ ‘ . 154 ii. 21, : A : . 506 
viii, 1] 2. . : . . 611 ἵν ὁ, ᾿ ‘ " . 382 
x. 9 " . . . . 381 | Titusili.0,10  , i . 612 
xi.l0 . ° e e - 518 Philemon 10 Φ Μ Η . 350 
xiv. 15 . ‘ ‘ ‘ - 494 | Hebrews i, 2 ᾿ P Ξ . 358 
Xiv. ° Φ Φ Φ e 325 v. 4, 5, 6 e e e * 4438 
XV.3 . ‘ ° ‘ . 422 wi 1,2. ὸ ‘ . 259, 260 
xv.12 . e . e - 613 Vi. 4, 6. ° . . . 359 
xv.29 . . : ὃ . 155 vi ll. ὃ ᾿ 5 . 356 
xv. 50 . : : ὸ . 1] vi. 20, ὃ ‘ . 856 
xvi8,19 . «© « . 874 vi.26,27 . . . . 448 
2 Corinthians 11.15 . ‘ . 460 vii, 18,1. . ἃ ὃ . ὅ12 
ὦ). 18.16. ἡ ὶ . 801 ix.19 , ; ὶ 2 . 391 
Galatians i. 8 ὃ : ‘ . 514 xi.l., ᾿ ἢ ὃ . 356 
iv. 3,9 . ᾿ ὦ ᾿ . 513 xi. 26, : . : . 420 
iv. 21 Ξ ὃ : . 513 xi. 87, Ξ ‘ ὁ . 356 
vi.7 ᾿ ° ; . 115 | 1 Peter iii.3,4 . : ° . 247 
vi. 12. é ᾿ ὁ . ὅ18 iM. 1. ‘ ° ° . 90 
Ephesiansi.l . . . . 355 | ΦΡοίογΙ.ά. . . Ξ . 437 
ϊ.138.1... . : . . 393 ΐ. 10, ὃ ° . . 849 
iii.18,19 , ‘ ‘ . 616 | 1Johni.l . ° . ‘ . 460 
1.21 , ᾿ ‘ ᾿ . 80 1.19. ᾿ ° ὲ . 469 
iv.6 . Ξ ᾿ ‘ . 894 ii, 22, . . ° - 510 
iv. 30 e . ° ® . 490 iL 23 δ 9 9 Φ . 881 
Philippians i. 12.138. . 234, 235 iv.38 2. © © oo . 514 
il. 10 . e . e . 290 iv. 15 e e ° . - 510 
iv. 22 . ὃ é ᾿ . 232 ν.1 ὃ Σ : Ξ . 510 
Colossians i.16,17 . ‘ . 616 v. 7 ‘ . 9871, $72, $75, ἡ. 
iv.6 . é ᾿ ὸ . 90 | 42υά4ε8 - 4 ° ° . 178 
iv. 16. ‘ ὃ ‘ . 354 | Revelation ii. 1, 8. . . . 331 
2 Thessalonians 11. 2 . ‘ . 351 1.10 ἃ ἧ . . 191 
21,17. . ‘ ὲ ‘ . 361 ii.l4 ° : ᾿ - 518 
1Timothyii.4 . . . 184, 513 ἱ 1 2. - . ϑβ»»ἷ“..887 
ii. 9 ‘ 2 ° ἃ . 247 vi.9 . ὃ ° ° - 191 
ii.38. . Ὃ . : . 266 vii 4. ° δ ° . 847 
Ἦ.1 . . ᾿ 7 . 330 x10 . ° ° ‘ - 461 
ii.16 . ; ° . $75, n. xiii, 18 . ‘ .. 74, 85, 365 
iv. I, 8. . e ° . 515 ; xviii. 5 . e . . . 381 
iv.3 : ‘ i . 518 


INDEX. 


ABGARUS, King of Euesse, the spurious 
letter of, 280, - 

Absolution, language of Cyprian on, 
115; how often, and on what terms 
conceded, 262. 

Acts of Cyrenius, 48; of Pilate, ibid, 

Acts of Peter, 51, 54, 56. 

Acts: of the Apostles, testimony of the 
Fathers to the Canonical authority 
of the, 847 ;-the substance the same 
in their time'as it is now, 362, 

Alexandria, condition of Christianity 
at, 229 ; influence of its schools, ibid. 

Allegory, the use of, objected against 
the Fathers by Daillé, 169; unques- 
tionably a prominent feature in primi- 
tive theology, 170; Origen the first 
of -the Fathers who refmes away the 
fact in it, 172; observation of Dr. 
Waterland, 174, 

Altar, use of the word by Origen, 191; 
by: Irenweus, 450 ; by Tertullian, 455 ; 
by: Cyprian, 4638. ° : 

ἀνατολή, ἃ namie of Christ, 458, 

Andrew, St., 991. ° 

Angels, worship of ‘the, not favoured 
by the Fathers, 69, 75, 84,97; be- 
lieved by them to be present in 
Christian congregations, 519. 

Anicetus, ‘tolerated the observance of 

τ: Easter at an uncanonical time, 156. 
Antichrist, conjecture with respect to 
the name of, 74,-85; inconsistency 
of Tertullian respecting, 155. 

Antiquity, the- English - Reformation 
characterized by reverence for, 4,15; 
causes acting to the disparagement 
of, 15-19; its value maintained by 
Dr. Waterland, 178, 179 ; subjects on 
which the Church of England ap- 
peals toit, 180,181; jealousy of refer- 
ence to it explained, 213, 214. 

Antoninus Pius confirmed the edict of 
Hadrian, 277, 282. 

Arians, the, made use of unguarded 
expressions of the Fathers, 181. 

Aristides, addressed his Apology to 
Hadrian, 281, 

Aristobulus, a commentator on the 


books of Mosce, quoted by Clemens, 
49,172. ᾿ 

Arms, the profession of, why objected 
to by Tertullian, 204, 205. 

Articles, ‘the thirty-nine, correspond 
with the writings of the Primitive 
Church, 5. 

Article, the sixth, does not exclude the 
appeal to antiquity, 178, 846. 

Assurance, the language of Tertullian 
is repugnant to the Calvinistic doc- 
trine of, 500, 501. 

Athenagoras replies to the charge of 
atheism, 44; a passage of his the 
counterpart of οὔθ in Justin, 70; 
disallowed second marriages, 195; 
to whom his treatise ‘on the reeur- 
rection was’ addressed, 248; bears 
testimony to’ the activity of persecu- 
tion in’ his time, 282; and to the 
domestic troubles of the Christians, 
804; his serttiments on the Trinity, 
402; on the effects of the Fall, 471; 
on inspiration, 484, 

Atonement, testimony of Barnabas to 
the, 417, 421; of Clemens Romanus, 
417; of Ignatius, ibid.; of Justin 
Martyr, ibid.; of Irenseus, 418; of 
Melito,- 419; of: Clemens Alexan- 
drinus, 419-421; of Tertullian, 421, 
422; of Hippolytus, 422; of Origen, 
428, 424; οὗ Cyprian, 425. 

Auditores; 250, 441.° 

Aurelius, ‘the ‘edict ‘of Trajan in force 
under, 277, 279 ;* several ‘Apologies 
put forth in the reign of, 282, 292. 

Autographs of ‘the Apostles, many un- 
derstand Tertullian to speak of the, 
852. 


Baptism, particulars relating to the 
administration of, 31, 184; language 
of the Fathers respecting, 124; 
must be in the name of the Trinity, 
898 ; Regeneration in, denied by the 
Socinians, 427; asserted by Hermas, 
ibid.; by Justin Martyr, 428; by 
Irenseus, 428, 429; by Theophilus, 
429; by Clemens Alexandrinus, 430— 
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432; by Tertullian,432—4386 ; byOrigen, 
436; by Hippolytus, 487 ; by Cyprian, 
438,439; the efficacy of it not ascribed 
to the opus operatum, 440; probation 
of Candidates, 259, 260, 441; spon- 
sors required, 260, 440; confessions, 
promises, and renunciations made in, 

- 259, 441, 442; the benefit contingent 
on the observance of the vow, 442; 
strictness of the early Church on 
the obligations of, 443,444; why the 
delay of it was recommended by Ter- 
tullian, 476. 

Baptism, heretical, Cyprian differed 
from Stephanus on, 38. 

Baptism of Infants, evidence for the, 
in Clemens Alexandrinus, 29, 440; 
in Justin Martyr, 71,440; in Cyprian, 
440 ; in the Apostolical Constitutions, 
ibid, 

Barbeyrac, Jean, origin of his treatise 
“on the Morality of the Fathers,” 
182; took his information at second- 
hand, 185, 201; not conversant with 
Justin Martyr or Clemens Alexan- 
drius, 183, 184; does not allow for 
circumstances which ought to be con- 
sidered in reading the Fathers, 185, 
186, 196, 197, 201,218; some of his ob- 
jections have no relation to morality, 

86; charges the Fathers with en- 
couraging the Christians to volunteer 
martyrdom, ibid.; with disparaging 
marriage, especially second, 195; with 
denouncing certain trades, 201; the 
profession of arms, 208; heathen 
customs, 205; offices of state, 206 ; 
regards their morality faulty on self- 
preservation, 210; imputes to Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus the justification 
of idolatry among the Pagans, 211. 

Barnabas, the Epistle of, considered 
fictitious by Daillé, 56; defended 
by Vossius, Hammond, &o., 58; we 
have most of it both in Greek and 
Latin, 68 ; contains strong language 
on the corruption of man, 153; is 
full of allegory, 170, 171; bears tes- 
timony to the Atonement, 417, 421 ; 


the effect of the Fall, 470, 477; the | 


doctrine of spiritual influence, 482. 
Bartholomew, St., 230, 231, note. 


Basil, remarks on the strength of tra- | 


dition in controlling private specu- 
lation, 396. 

Beveridge, William, Bishop of St. 
Asaph, shows that the Articles cor- 
respond with the writings of the 
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Primitive Church, 6; defended and 
made use of the Fathers, 122. 

Beza, the bias of his Translation Cal- 
vinistic, 466. 

Bishops, how maintained in the Pri. 
mitive Church, 250; amount of their 
salaries, 251 ; their frequent journeys, 
252, 253; admonished not to be too 
hasty in excommunicating, 263, 264; 
their succession in the Church of 
Rome, 334. See Episcopacy. 

Bull, George, Bishop of St. David's, 
his method of accounting for the 
Sibylline verses, 49; defends the 
Shepherd of Hermas, 58; produced 
ἃ passage in Ireneus which refers to 
the Epistles of Ignatius, 60; dis- 
cusses a passage in Justin Martyr 
claimed by the Romanists, 69, 183; 
upholds the authority of the Primitive 
Fathers against Petavius, Zuicker, 
and Sandius, 102, 179; his opinion 
on the treatise “ De Consummatione 
Mundi” ascribed to Hippolytus, 488, 
note; quotes the language of Socrates 
on sin after Baptism, 443. 

Burial Service, in what sense the word 
‘elect’ is used in the, 497. 

Burton, Dr. Edward, his remarks on the 
various readings in Acts xx. 28, 375; 
gives instances of loose translation 
in the Latin version of Irenzus, 
878. 


| Budds, 516. 


Calvin, admired by Philpot, 10; and by 
Grindal, 13 ; the early Fathers unani- 
mous against his leading doctrines, 
466, 469, 471, 479, 48], 495, 503, 

. 604, 506. 

Cambridge, the University of, makes the 
Fathers an element of Theological 
examination, 4. 

Canon of Scripture, the, a subject of 
discussion at the early Provincial 
Councils, 254; use of the Fathers in 
establishing it, 346-351. 

Casaubon, Isaac, his remark on the 
English Reformation, 4. ) 

καταγγέλλω, 235, 

κατήχησις, 269. 

Catechumens, admission to the ΗΕ 
of, 259, 441; nature of the instruction 
imparted to, ibid. 

Catholic, Philpot questioned on the 
meaning of the word, 11. 

Celibacy, vows of, a passage opposed to 
them in Justin Martyr, 71; another 
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in Ireneus, 75; origin of them in 
Tertullian, 82; yet their necessity 
denied, 84; the Clergy not under 
them in the time of Origen, 96. 

Celsus, remarks on Origen’s treatise 
against, 100, 411 ; was an Epicurean, 
240, note; objections of his answered 
by Origen, 88, et seg., 239, 240, 258, 
261, 280, 285, 423, 424, 479; some of 
them have reference to the Divinity 
of Christ, 410. 

κηρύσσω, 235. 

Chalcedon, conduct of Paschasinus at 
the Council of, 103. 

Cherubim, the, were considered by Ire- 
neus characteristic of the four Gos- 
pels, 359, 360. 

Chillingworth, William, effect of Daillé’s 
treatise on, 20. 

Christ, the remembrance of the Cross 
is precious to all who rightly believe 
in, 8; how his meaning in saying, 
“ This is my Body,” is to be ascer- 
tained, 18, 14; some expressions of 
the Fathers respecting him liable to 
misconstruction, 151, 152; they inter- 
preted the Old Testament with refer- 
ence to him, 384-386 ; especially the 
Psalms, 386-388 ; testimonies to the 
unity of his Person, 78, 867, 399; to 
his Divine Nature, 61, 67, 89, 129, 131, 
877-380, 393-395, 400-405, 410, 
412;-to his Incarnation, 406—408, 
412. See Atonement. 

Christianity, use of the Fathers in re- 
lation to the evidences of, 220; their 
testimony to its wide dispersion in 
their time, 220-2380 ; secret progress 
of it, 231-233; its disturbing effect 
on the relations of society instru- 
mental to its propagation, 234, 235; 
its progress assisted by the resort 
of people to the games, 236, 237; 
@ capital offence from the time of 
Nero downwards, 278; entailed do- 
mestic troubles on those who pro- 
fessed it, 301-305; pecuniary losses, 
306 ; and other embarrassments, 808. 

Church, the Catholic, its peace and 
unity not broken by difference of 
customs, 114, 157; definition of it 
as understood by the Fathers, 330. 

Charch, the Primitive, appealed to in 
the Articles, 5, 6; in the Canons, 7; 
by Jewel, 8; by Philpot, 10,11; by 
Grindal, 14; the writings of the 
early Fathers acquaint us with its 
doctrines and discipline, 24, 28; 
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adopted the allegorical method of 
interpreting Scripture, 170, 173; in- 
sisted on the previous probation of 
candidates for Baptism, 259; treated 
the lapse of her members with se- 
verity, 261; did not easily receive 
them again, 262; inflicted excom- 
munication without calculating its 
effect on her numerical strength, 
268 ; used precautions against mer- 
cenary converts, 265-268 ; its nature 
and construction, as represented in 
the Acts and Epistles filled up by 
the Fathers, 329; its Creed Trini- 
tarian, 393, 394, 305. 

Church of England, the, refers her 

- members to the Fathers, 4, 5, 346; 
explains the principle of her Prayer 
Book, 4; suggests the method of 
dealing with the Romanists, 8 ; effect 
of the Revolution on, 18; occupies 
the same ground as the Primitive 
Church on tradition, 78; her dis- 
cretion in the use of the Fathers, 
180, 181 ; concurs with them in their 
application of the Psalms to Jesus 
Christ, 388. 

Church of Rome, followeth not the 
Primitive, 10, 11: a passage of Ire- 
neus supposed favourable to the, 
37, 71; traces of its characteristics 
and pretensions in Tertullian, 82, 
83. See Romanist. 

Churches, independence of, claimed by 
Cyprian, 111. 

Churches, of Ephesus, Smyrna, and 
Rome, appealed to by Irenseus, 77, 78. 

Cicero, incident in the life of, 289. 

Clarendon, Lord, a remark of, 20. 

Clemens Alexandrinus, account of his 
writings, 29, 135, 244, 249; use of 
them illustrated, 29; profuse in his 
references, 53; justified in quoting 
the Apocryphal Gospels, 53-56 ; dis- 
cussion of four passages supposed 
favourable to Purgatory, 80; his 
language opposed to Transubstantia- 
tion, 81, 147, 454; the germ of future 
abuses may be traced in his writings, 
81; some of his peculiarities ac- 
counted for, 186, 187; charged by 
Daillé with disingenuousness, 146 ; 
some passages of his liable to mis- 
construction, 148; instances of con- 
flicting language, 153; ignorance of 
Hebrew, 167; excessive use of alle- 
gory, 172; his doctrinal errors not 
of a kind to invalidate his testimony, 
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175; his language moderate on mar- 
tyrdom, 187, 188; his justifying 
heathen idolatry explained, 211, 212; 
his writings exhibit the state of Chris- 
tianity at Alexandria, 229; and the 
activity of persecution there, 283; 
addressed himself to the upper and 
educated classes, 244, 249; relates 
the restoration of a lapsed youth by 
St. John, 258; mentions precautions 
taken against mercenary converts, 
265; advises on domestic troubles 
arising from the profession of Chris- 
tianity, 303; alludes to the con- 
tinuance of miraculous power, 316, 
817; is not concerned with eccle- 
siastical questions, yet intimates the 
three Orders, 336, 337 ; his testimony 
to the Canonical books of the New 
Testament, 51, 52, $47, 351; and to 
the Epistle to the Hebrews being St. 
Paul's, 355, 356; quotes the genea- 
logy in St. Matthew and his account 
of the Conception, 361,369; confirms 
the received reading in Acts xx. 28, 
376; his testimony to the doctrine of 
the Athanasian Creed, 401; to the 
Atonement, 419-421 ; toregeneration 
in Baptism, 430-432; to Infant Bap- 
tism, 29, 440; to the obligations of 
Baptism, 441 ; his sentiments on the 
Eucharist, 81, 452—454, 464; on the 
freedom of the will, 467, 468; on 
the corruption of our nature, 152, 
476; on the doctrine of grace, 29, 
486-488, 496; his use of the term 
elect, 500, 501. 

Clemens Romanus writes in the name 
of the Church of Rome, 87, 161; 
his Epistle commended by Eusebius, 
160; describes the extent of St. 
Paul’s travels, 221; distinguishes 
between clergy and laity, 252; pro- 
bably refers to miraculous gifts, 310; 
intimates three orders, 331; what 
he meant by ἐπὶ τοῦ ὀνόματος τῆς 
ἐπισκοπῆς, $44; refers to the Epis- 
tle to the Hebrews, 355; his inter- 
pretation of the purple thread, 386 ; 
his testimony to the Trinity, 308; 
to the Atonement, 417; applies 
προσφορὰ to the Eucharist, 446 ; 
held the doctrine of spiritual influ- 
ence, 482. 

Clergy, how maintained in the Primi- 
tive Church, 250; their number 
greater in proportion to that of the 
people than at present, 251; were 


devoted exclusively to the work of 
the ministry, 252. 

Commodus, the rescript of Hadrian 
acted on in the reign of, 277. 

Communion, the Holy, a set form of 
service for in the early Church, 31; 
administered in both kinds, 70, 74. 
See Eucharist. 

Confession, auricular, evidence against 
the necessity of, 41-43; germ of it, 
81]. 


Confession, public, a part of the primi- 
tive discipline, 41-43; proceedings 
connected with, 262. 

Constitutions, the Apostolical, not men- 
tioned by Daille, 26; their date, ibid. ; 
and use, 267; contain rules concern- 
ing orphans, 198, 255, 271; sponsors 
in Baptism, 260; Baptism of infants, 
440; the duties of a Bishop, 263; 
the distribution of alms, 267, 268. 

Convocation, abeyance of, 19. 

Cornelius, Bishop of Rome, language 
of Cyprian towards, 111; speaks mo- 
derately on absolution, 115 ; his let- 
ter to Fabius quoted by Eusebius, 
334, 

Corruption of human nature, the 
Fathers at variance with themselves 
on the degree of the, 152, 153, 469, 
εἰ seqq. 

Councils, General, appealed to by Phil- 
pot, 11; were subsequent to the early 
Fathers, 162. 

Councils, not amounting to General, 
frequent in the early Church, 253. 
Creed, the Athanasian, compared with 
the language of the early Fathers, 

397-408. 

Creed, the primitive, given by Tertul- 
lian, 157, 491; his remarks on, 157, 
490. 

Creeds, definite, 15; the form in which 
tradition bears witness to doctrine, 79. 

Cross, the use of it in Baptism de- 
fended by an appeal to the Fathers, 
7; the early Christians were accused 
of worshipping it, 44; custom of 
signing the forehead with, 32; abuse 
of it, 82. 

Custom and Verity, Grindal’s Dialogue 
between, 13. 

Custom, distinguished from Apostolical 
tradition, 118, 114 

Cyprian, use of his letters in modern 
controversies, 82, 34, 88, 42; his “De 
Unitate Ecclesis” interpolated, 105 ; 
other omissions and alterations have 
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been corrected, 108; evidence against 
the Romanists in his writings, 109- 
119; germ of Romish errors dis- 
coverable in them, 119-121; alludes 
to, but does not insist on Infant 
Communion, 158; his sentiments on 
martyrdom, 189, 190, 191, 193; on 
patience, 210, 211; his testimony to 
the progress of Christianity in his 
time, 226, 228, 230; and to the rank 
of the Christians, 246; furnishes in- 
formation on the maintenance of the 
clergy, 250; and the organization of 
the early Church, 254; regulates the 
application of Church funds, 255, 
266 ; denounces the buying off per- 
secution, 256; instances of the ad- 
ministration of Church discipline by 
him, 262, 265, 267, 806; records 
an incident respecting a deserted 
child, 271; his martyrdom under Va- 
lerian, 284; circumstances of it, 294— 
296; details of persecution in his 
time, 300; visions related by him, 
320; his testimony on the Apo- 
stolical succession, 830; on Epis- 
copacy, 342; on Baptism in the 
name of the Trinity, 897; on the 
doctrine of the Athanasian Creed, 
ibid.; on the Atonement, 425; on 
Baptismal Regeneration, 438; on 
Infant Baptism, 440; his language 
on the Eucharist, 461-464; he in- 
sists on fear and reverence in com- 
ing to it, 465; his views on the free- 
dom of the will, 469; on the Fall, 
479; on the necessity of Divine 
Grace, 491, 492; on the offer of 
grace and salvation to all, 502; at 
variance with those of Calvin, 508. 


Daillé, no book has contributed more 
to depreciate the Fathers than his 
treatise on the right use of them, 
20; its republication, 40; he divides 
into two heads, 22; i. That the testi- 
mony of the Fathers is obscure and 
uncertain, ibid.; exaggerates the 
paucity of early writings, 22, 23; 
gives an imperfect account of their 
contents, 27, 28, 30; represents the 
Fathers to be of no use in modern 
controversies, 27, 32, 36, 37; depre- 
ciates them on the suspicion of for- 
gery and interpolation, 46; charges 
them with quoting apocryphal 
books, 48, 50, 56; account of his 
argument against the epistles of 
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Ignatius, 58-65; exaggerates the 
difficulty of ascertaining the text 
of the early Fathers, 66; charges 
the Romanists with mutilation of 
them, 67, 102; adduces a case of 
fraud attempted by Paschasinus, 
103; Cyprian, the first Father against 
whom the charge is distinctly main- 
tained, 105, 108; objects that the 
Fathers are obscure, 127, from their 
writing before controversies arose, 
128, 129, 132; from design, 132; from 
the peculiarity of their style, 137, 140; 
from the change in the meaning of 
words, 143; charges them with dis- 
ingenuousness, 146 ; illogical reason- 
ing, 150; changes of opinion, 152; 
confounding the importance of 
things, 156 ; questions whether their 
opinions were those οὗ their 
Churches, 159; or of the universal 
Church, 161; ii. That the testimony 
of the Fathers is not of authority to 
decide modern controversies, 22, 164 ; 
charges them with inaccuracy, 165, 
166; ignorance of Hebrew, 167; 
heedless use of allegory, 169; doc- 
trinal errors, 174; disagreement with 
each other, 176; contends that 
neither Romanists nor Protestants 
acknowledge them as umpires, 178 ; 
his motives, 58, 87, 102, 123, 142,179. 

Dan, the tribe of, why omitted from the 
number of the sealed, 347. 

Deacons, called Ministri, 331; men- 
tioned by Hermas, ibid.; Clemens 
Romanus, 332; Ignatius, ibid.; 
Trenseus, 334, 385. 

Decius, aggravated persecution by an 
edict, 278. 

δέησιν, 97. 

διχοτομήσει, 517. 

δίγαμος, 195. 

Dionysius of Corinth, information con- 
tained in a fragment of, 24. 

Disciplina arcani, germ of the, 81; 
nature of it as taught by Origen, 91— 
94; and other early Fathers, 133. 

Dissenters, the outcry against the 
Fathers joined in by, 123; why the 
Fathers are distasteful to them, 124, 
125. 

Dobree, Professor, an ingenious con- 
jecture of, 308. 

Dodwell, observation of, no the neglect 
of the early Fathers, 101; under- 
stands Clemens and Ignatius to 
speak of miraculous gifts, 311; under- 
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stood “ipes authentice litere” of 
the autographs of the Apostles, 352. 

Domitian, made laws against the 
Christians, 275. 


Ecclesiastical Fund, its amount con- 
siderable, 250; applied to the main- 
tenance of the clergy, ibid.; ex- 
penses of journeys and of confe- 
rences, 252-254; relief of orphans, 
widows, the sick and others, 255, 256. 

Egyptians, the gospel according to, 51, 
52. 


Election, how understood by Justin 
Martyr, 496; by Ireneus, 497, 498 ; 
by Tertullian, 499, 500; by Clemens 
Alexandrinus, 500, 501; by Cyprian, 
502, 503; by Origen, 504-506. 

Eleutherus, Bishop of Rome, Irenzeus 
was charged with a mission to, 253. 

ἔντευξιν, 97. 

Ephesians, the Epistle of St. Paul to 
the, whether properly so entitled, 354. 

Ephesus, the eighth Canon of the 
Council of, 39. 

ἐπίκλησις, 148, 180. 

᾿πιούσιος, 250. 

Episcopacy, the primitive form of 
Church Government, 330-343; the 
Fathers did not write treatises on it, 
338, 343; imitated by the heretics, 
313; nature of the evidence for 
it, 344; variety of quarters from 
which it is drawn, ibid. ; language of 
Hooker on it, 345. 

Eucharist, particulars relating to the 
celebration of, given by Tertullian, 
31, 32; spoken of by the early 
Fathers in terms inconsistent with 
Transubstantiation, 33-36; 70, 87, 
88; their language respecting it, 
125; its ceremonial described by 
Justin Martyr, 134; invocation of 
the Holy Ghost on the elements 
modified by our Church, 180; the 
term προσφορὰ applied to it by Cle- 
mens Romanus, 446 ; nature of it as 
represented by Justin Martyr, 446— 
448; by Ireneeus, 448-452; by Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus, 452-454; by 
Tertullian, 454-457 ; by Hippolytus, 
457; by Origen, 458-161; by Cy- 
prian, 461-464; preparation before 
it, and consistency of life after, 
taught by these Fathers, 464, 465. - 

εὐχαριστίαν, 97. 

Kusebius, appealed to by Philpot, 11; 
misrepresented by Dailleé, 22; a 
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competent 4Jtness to the genuine- 
ness of the Epistles of Ignatius, 65; 
adopts the Fathers as his authori- 
ties, 160; quotes writers of the second 
century bearing testimony to the 
diffusion of Christianity, 227, 228, 
231; considered the laws against the 
Christians to be in force from Nero 
downwards, 278 ; represents the per- 
secution in Gaul as a sample of 
others, 284; records instances of 
martyrdom, 297 ; and details of per- - 
secution, 299, 301; bears witness to 
miraculous powers in the second 
century, 320; enumerates the clergy 
at Rome, 334; intimates that the 
Epistle to the Hebrews was gene- 
rally attributed to St. Paul, 358. 

Excommunication, offences against 
which it was levelled, 262. 

ἐξομολόγησις, 42, 81. 

Exorcism, claimed as existing in the 
early Church, by Justin, 311; by 
Ireneus, 312; by Tertullian, 315; 
by Minucius Felix, 317; by Origen, 
318; more decidedly than other 
powers, 823. 

ἐξωτερικῶν λόγων, 98. 

Expenditure of the early Christians, 
circumstances which increased the, 
252-256. 

Extreme Unction, evidence in the.early 
Fathers against, 117, 118. 

Evans, Robert Wilson, remarks of, on 
Δ passage in Trenseus, 38; on the 
works of Clemens, 135. 


Faith, Philpot offers to prove his from 
the Fathers, 12; their unanimity on 
the fundamental articles of the, 177; 
their use in maintaining orthodoxy, 
383; that of the Sub-Apostolic 
Church Trinitarian, 393. See Creed. 

Fall of man, sentiments of the Fathers 
on the, 470-481. 

Fathers, the early, appealed to by our 
Church, 4-7, 178-181, 316; and by 
our Reformers, 8-14; estimate of 
them by English Reformed Divines, 
122, 178, 179; little regarded by the 
Romanists, 101, 179; and by the 
later Councils, 101; depreciated by 
the Puritans, 15; and foreign Re- 
formers, 20; and why, 15, 123~—125. 

Objections of Daillé against 

them stated and answered, 22, 27, 

46, 47, 58, 66, 105, 127, 132, 137, 

146, 150, 152, 156, 159, 161, 164, 
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165, 167, 169, 174, 1g6. Principal 
objections of Barbeyrac against them 
stated and answered, 186, 195, 201, 
208, 205, 206, 210, 211. Remarks 
on the nature of their testimony, 27, 
28, 128; on their value, 169, 213, 
214; and on the proper method of 
studying them, 28, 45, 125, 162. 
Use of their writings in relation to 
the evidences of Christianity, 220; 
their testimony to its wide diffusion, 
221-230; to its secret progress, 
231-236; to the rank of the Christians, 
238-244; to their wealth, 215-256; 
to their character, 259—263 ; to their 
disinterestedness, 264-268; to the 
extent of persecution, 280-284 ; to 
its intensity, 293 ; to its nature, 301 ; 
to the continuance of miraculous 
powers, 310-321: to a Ministry of 
three Orders and an Episcopal 
Church, 320-343; to the Canon of 
Scripture, 346-351 ; to its substance, 
359-364; to its text, 365-370, 375— 
382; their principle of interpreta- 
tion evangelical not rationalistic, 
384, 385, 390; their language com- 
pared with the Athanasian Creed, 
897-408; their testimony on the 
Atonement, 417-426; on Baptism, 
124, 426; on Baptismal Regenera- 
tion, 427-489; on the Baptism of 
Infants, 440; on the Eucharist, 
125, 445-464; on the freedom of 
the will, 466-169; their language 
on the degree of human corruption, 
152, 153, 469-481 ; on the necessity 
of Divine grace, 482-494; on the 
nature of it, 495, 496; on election, 
496-506 ; interpret the New Testa- 
ment with reference to early heresies, 
507; their value as expositors, 517. 

Fathers, the defence of the later, not 
undertaken in this work, 51, 122, 
132, 177, 218. © 

Feuardentius replaced the five last 
chapters of Ireneus’ work on here- 
sies, 108. 

Figures, the bread and the cup in the 
Eucharist so called, 36, 147, 149, 
454, 

Firmilianus, language of, towards Ste- 
phanus, 110, 114; defended by 
Pearson, 111. 

Freedom of the will, testimony of the 
Fathers on the, 466-469. 

Friars, mendicant, the language of Ter- 
tullian not satisfactory to, 84. 
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Foreknown, who are meant by the, 
496, 497. 


Games, the public, their effect on the 
propagation of Christianity, 236, 
237; revolting details of, 290. 

Genealogies of Christ, the, are referred 
to by Clemens, 369; and by Origen, 
370. 

Gibbon, remarks on the fifteenth and 
sixteenth chapters of his History, 
220, 273 ; his unfairness in handling 
the evidence for the early dispersion 
of Christianity, 222, 228, 248 ; insi- 
nuates that the early Christians were’ 
almost all of the lower classes, 238 ; 
allows that a few were intelligent and 
wealthy, 241, 242; his acquaintance 
with the Fathers partial, 247; 
charges the Christians with receiving 
into their number abandoned cha- 
racters, 258; mercenary persons, 
264; and foundlings, 268 ; misrepre- 
sents the extent, 274; and the inten- 
sity of the persecutions, 2938; his 
view of Pliny’s correspondence with 
Trajan, ibid. ; and of the martyrdom 
of Cyprian, 294; commends the nar- 
rative of Pontius, 295; endeavours 
to impair the authority of Eusebius, 
301; overlooks the disturbing effect 
of Christianity on the domestic rela- 
tions, ibid. 

Gideon, the fleece of, how interpreted 
by Ireneus, 498. 

Glossa ordinaria, refers to Fathers of 
a later date, 102. 

γνῶσις, 80, 136, 516. 

Gnostic, or perfect Christian, described 
by Clemens Alexandrinus, 184, 188. 

Gnostics, the, appealed to an expression 
in the primitive Communion Service, 
30, 31; notices of their tenets and 
practices, 45, 73, 153, 860, 485, 508, 
509, 518; Seripture interpreted by 
the Fathers with reference to them, 
508-516. - 

Godfathers and Godmothers, signifi- 
cance of the title of, 431. 

Gospel, testimony to its early disper- 
sion, 220-230; its secret progress 
illustrated, 231-236. 

Gospels, the apocryphal, are quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus, 60; and why, 
53. 

Gospels, the Four, are distinguished 
from apocryphal writings, 51, 52; 
testimony of Ireneus to their number, 
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76, 347; identity of ours with those 
of the first centuries, 359-362. 

Grace, the Fathers believed in the doc- 
trine of, 481-494. 

Grace, irresistible, the statements of 
the Fathers inconsistent with the 
Calvinistic doctrine of, 495. ts 

Griesbach, remarks on his Edition of 
the New Testament, 375, 376. 

Grindal, Archbishop, passages from his 
Dialogue of Custom and Verity,13—15. 

Grotius, remarks of Dr. South on his 
Annotations, 389, 390; his rational- 
istic bias, 466. 


Hadrian made no substantial change 
in Trajan's law, 277, 279; persecu- 
tion was active under, 281. 

Hall, Joseph, Bishop of Norwich, popu- 
larity of his Contemplations, 174. 
Hammond, Dr. Henry, interprets St. 
John and St. Paul with reference to 

the Gnostic heresy, 508. 

Healing, the miraculous gift of, claimed 
for the early Church by the Fathers, 
311, 312, 315, 318; more decidedly 
than other powers, 323. 

Heathen customs, why Tertullian dis- 
suaded the Christians from, 205. 

Heathens, were ill-informed on the 
affairs of the Christians, 239. 

Hebrews, whether St. Paul was the 
author of the Epistle to the, 355-359. 

Hegesippus, information contained in 
the fragments of, 25. 

Heretics appealed to oral tradition, 80, 
77; account of them in Tertullian, 
123, 124; used arts to swell their 
congregations, 261; adopted the 
literal as opposed to the allegorical 
mode of interpretation, 170, 171; 
swelled the cry against the Chris- 
tians, 291; affected a hierarchy, 339, 
343; mutilated Scripture, 57, 364, 
365; held that the God of the Old 
Testament was not the God of the 
New, 385; their doctrine a caricature 
of that of the Church, 395; informa- 
tion on the Sacrament of Baptism 
derived from their proceedings, 156, 
428, 429; some of them Antinomians, 
196, 467 ; their tenets a key to much 
of the New Testament, 507; succes- 
sion of them, 509; condemned by 
anticipation in St. John, ibid. 

Hermas, the Shepherd of, quoted by 
Clemens Alexandrinus, 56; opinions 
of scholars on, 58; we have it only 
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in a Latin version, 68 ; distinguishes 
the three Orders, 331; his language 
Trinitarian, 393; regeneration im- 
plied in his account of Baptism, 427; 
ascribes the virtues of Christians to 
the Holy Spirit, 482. 

Herodians, why sent to Christ, 518. 

Hippolytus, remains of, more consider- 
able than Daillé represents them, 25; 
require re-editing, 85; not satisfac- 
tory to the Romanists, ibid.; the 
memorandum ascribed to him, an 
evidence of the early dispersion of 
Christianity, 230; bears witness to 
persecution in his time, 284; con- 
firms a reading in the Revelation, 
382; his testimony on the Trinity, 
402 ; on the Incarnation, 407; ontl ὁ 
Atonement, 422; on regeneration in 
Baptism, 437 ; on the Eucharist, 457 ; 
on the universality of Redemption, 
504. 

Holy Ghost, the Scriptures believed by 
the Fathers to be the work of the, 
385; their testimonies to his Per- . 
sonality, 393, 399, 400; to his Di- 
vinity, 403; to his Procession, 404, 
405 ; to his operation in Baptism, 429, 
432-439; in the Eucharist, 180, 449, 
464; and to the necessity of his in- 
fluence for the restoration of man, 
481-494. See Spiritual Influence. 

Homilies, the, appeal to Scripture and 
the Fathers, 6; the Ante-Nicene 
often quoted in the second Book, 
only three times in the first, 102. 

Hooker, Richard, a point in morality 
illustrated by, 185; bis language to 
the Puritans on Episcopacy, 344, 345. 

Horsley, Samuel, Bishop of St. Asaph, 
his method of dealing with Dr. 
Priestley, 28. 

Host, the worship of the, evidence 
against, in the early Fathers, 36, 37. 


ἰχθύς, 441. 

ἰδίως, 129. 

ἰδιώτης, 252. 

Idolatry, connection of, with heathen 
trades, 202, 291; professions, 202, 
203; customs, 205; offices of state, 
206 ; passage from Tertullian’s trea- 
tise on, 209. 

ἱερουργίας, 40. 

Ignatius, the Epistles of, considered 

- spurious by Daillé, 58; referred to 
by Ireneus, ὅθ; by Polycarp, 61; 
by Origen, 63; ours the same as 


534. 


those known to Eusebius, 65; not 
the author of an Epistle to the Phi- 
lippians, 159; his testimony to the 
number of Christian communities in 
Asia Minor, 227, 251; suffered in 
Trajan's reign, 281; probably refers 
to miraculous gifts, 310; remark on 
the Syriac text, 332; his testimony 
to the three Orders, ibid.; confirms 
the ordinary reading in Matt. xxvii. 
52, 53, 370; and in Acts xx. 28, 376; 
his testimony on the Trinity, 393; 
on the Atonement, 417; on the in- 
fluence of the Holy Spirit, 483. 

Image-worship, use of the early Fathers 
in the argument against it, 43-45, 
94, 05. 

Improved Version, of the Unitarians, 
366, 370, 379. 

Incarnation, testimonies to the, 367, 
$69, 406, 407, 408, 412. 

Indulgences, Papal, germ of in 
Cyprian, 120. 

Infallibility of the Church of Rome, the 
impossibility of an universal defec- 
tion from the faith magnified into 
the, 83. 

Infant Baptism. See Baptism. 

Infant Communion, alluded to by 
Cyprian, 158; not adopted by our 
Church, 180. 

Interpretation, allegorical, of early date 
in the Church, 169; object of it, 170; 
no instance of historical truth being 
lost in it before Origen, 171; the 
literal, as opposed to it, preferred by 
Jews and heretics, 170, 171. 

Interpretation of Scripture, the, de- 
pends much upon the principle 
adopted, 384, 389, 390, 466; and 
upon the standard referred to, 507. 

Invocation of departed saints, how it 
gained a footing in the Church, 120. 

Treneus, referred to by Philpot, 10; 
by Grindal, 18 ; furnishes testimony 
bearing on Transubstantiation, 38 ; 
the Papal Supremacy, 37-88; the 
confessional, 41; image worship, 
44, 45; refers to the Epistles of 
Ignatius, 59, 60; the Latin version 
not interpolated by the Romanists, 
71, 72; his conjeoture as to the 
name of Antichrist, 74; his language 
inconsistent with the Romish doc- 
trine of Purgatory, ibid.; communion 
in one kind, ibid.; clerical celibacy, 
75; worship of saints and angels, 
ibid.; tradition, 76-79; account of 
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the last five chapters of his “Contra 
Heereticos,” 108; mentions a practice 
akin to Extreme Unction, 117, note; 
his language on the Eucharist, 148 ; 
on Episcopacy, ibid.; on secession 
from the Church, ibid.; quoted by 
Eusebius as a chief writer on heresies, 
160; his ignorance of Hebrew, 167; 
allegorized Scripture, 170; but be- 
lieved the incidents to be real, 171; 
errors imputed to him by Daillé, 174, 
175; his testimony to the constancy 
of the Christians under persecution, 
193; to the progress of the Gospel, 
221, 222, 227, 229; to the inter- 
course of the Churches, 254; to the 
extent of the persecutions, 192, 291; 
to the continuance of miraculous 
power, 312; appeals to the succes- 
sion as ἃ guarantee for the right in- 
terpretation of Scripture, 329; uses 
the terms Bishop and Priest indif- 
ferently, 333; yet bears witness to 
the Primitive Church being Episco- 
palian, 334, 335; mentions the 
order of Deacons, 335; his testimony 
to the authority of the four Gospels, 
$47; the Acts, ibid.; the Epistles, 
348; the Revelation, 819; and to 
their substance, 859-361; quotes a 
great part of the first chapter of St. 
Matthew, 367, 368; confirms various 
readings, 380, 881; finds the key to 
the Old Testament in the Advent of 
Christ, 384; interprets several inci- 
dents in it as significant of him, 386 ; 
understood Ephes. iv. 6, of the 
Trinity, 894; confirms the doctrine 
of the Athanasian Creed, 397, 400, 
401, 408, 404; his testimony on the 
Atonement, 418; on Regeneration 
in Baptism, 428; on Infant Baptism, 
440; on the Eucharist, 448-452; 
teaches how to communicate wor- 
thily, 464; his views on free-will, 
467; on the Fall, 472; on the neces- 
sity of Divine Grace, 485, 486; on 
the nature of spiritual influence, 495; 
on the possibility of salvation to all, 
497; on predestination, 498; gives 
the succession of heretics, 500; 
understands St. Paul and St. John 
to speak with reference to the Gnos- 
tics, 184, 509-511. 


James, St., 202. 


- James, St., the Epistle of, quoted by 


Ireneus, 848. 
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James the Just, account of, in the frag- 
ments of Hegesippus, 25. 

James, Thomas, adduces no instance 
of Romish interpolation in any 
Father before Cyprian, 100, 105, 108. 

Jewel, John, Bishop of Salisbury, the 
Apology of, 8; his estimate of pa- 
tristic testimony, 122; his use of it, 
178. 

Jews, the bitterest persecutors of the 
Christians, 291; method of the 
Fathers in contending with, 384, 
385. 

John, St., 202; restored a penitent 
to the Church, 258 ; credit due to the 
story of his being cast into a bath of 
hot 011, 298; the first and the second 
Epistles, and the Revelation of, 
quoted by Ireneus, 349; the third 
mentioned by Eusebius, 351; the 
substance of the Gospel the same in 
tho earliest times as it is now, 360; 
many passages have reference to the 
early heresies, 509, 510. 

Johnson, Dr. Samuel, a remark of on 
the Revolution, 18. 

Jones, Jeremiah, gives the titles of apo- 
cryphal books, 47, 54; establishes 
the canon of Scripture by an appeal 
to tradition, 347. 

Jude, St., particulars respecting the 
grandsons of, 25; his Epistle quoted 
by Clemens and Tertullian, 351. 

Judas, use of his example in Cyprian, 
503; and in Origen, 505. 

Justin Martyr, Daille’s account of his 
writings imperfect, 27, 28; informa- 
tion derived from his Apologies, 29; 
describes the administration of the 
Eucharist, 36; and other parts of the 
Christian ritual, 133; replies to the 
charge of atheism, 44; and other 
calumnies, 239, 269; quotes the Si- 
bylline verses, 48; a passage sup- 
posed favourable to the worship of 
angels, 69; his language inconsist- 
ent with Romish tenets, 70, 117, 
note; how made use of by the 
Socinians, 151; his inaccuracies, 
165, 166, 488, note; ignorance of 
Hebrew, 167; use of allegory, 171; 
doctrinal errors, 174; does not en- 
courage the Christians to volun- 
teer martyrdom, 186; his personal 
history, 193, 232, 241, 282; bears 
witness to the diffusion of Christian- 
ity, 221; occasion of his Apologies, 
186, 187, 282, 288; gives details of 
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persecution, 299 ; attributes miracu- 
lous powers to Christians in his 
time, 311; the Gospels known to 
him the same as ours, 862 ; inter- 
prets several things in the Old Tes- 
tament as significant of the Cross, 


386; his testimony to the coeternity — 


and consubstantiality of the Son, 
129, 180; to the doctrine of the 
Athanasian Creed, 898, 404, 406; 
the Atonement, 417; Regeneration 
in Baptism, 428; Infant Baptism, 
440; the obligations of Baptism, 
441; the qualifications and obliga- 
tions of communicants, 464, 465; 
the freedom of the will, 466; the 
doctrine of spiritual influence, 483, 
481; what he understood by the 
foreknown, 496; confirms a state- 
ment of Origen, 521. 


Kaye, John, Bishop of Lincoln, shows 
that the edicts of Nero remained un- 
repealed, 275; produces a passage 
in Clemens Alexandrinus on the con- 
tinuance of miraculous powers, 316 ; 
his theory respecting them, 327 ; his 
interpretation of “Ips Authentics 
Literm,” 852; doubts the genuine- 
ness of the “ Cohortatio ad Greecos” 
ascribed to Justin Martyr, 483, note ; 
investigates the pretensions of Mon- 
tanus, 489, note. 


Laius, the story of, made use of by 
Origen, 505. 

Last times, meaning of the, 515. 

Lebbeeus, Mesopotamia assigned to, 231. 

Lector, 259. 

Libellatici, a considerable class in the 
time of Cyprian, 256. 

Libelli, furnished by the Martyrs to the 
lapsed, 120, 121, 842 ; abuse of, 120. 

Libelli, or certificates of exemption 
from persecution, 289. 

λιβέλλων, 40. 

Liturgy. See Prayer Book. 

Lord’s Supper, water instead of wine 
and water, used by certain heretics 
in the, 34; the doctrine of the So- 
cinians on it opposed to the early 
Fathers, 445. See Eucharist. 

Luke, St., the Gospel according to, 
quoted by Clemens Alexandrinus, 
52; the preface implies the existence 
of other histories, 53 ; the substance 
the same now as in the time of 
Irenaeus, 361. 
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Lyons and Vienne, the Epistle from 
the Churches of, shows the progress 
of Christianity in Gaul and Asia, 
227; speaks of Vettius Epagathus 
as ἃ person of rank, 243; and of his 
martyrdom, 288 ; illustrates the dis- 
turbance of domestic relations, 305. 


Mackintosh, Sir James, his remark on 
Gibbon, 273. 

Macknight, James, a conjecture of, 355. 

Magistrate, the office of a, why it was 
objectionable for a Christian to hold, 
206—209. 

Magistrates, the Roman, persecution of 
the Christians by, 286; some severe, 
some lenient, 287; their proceedings 
uncontrolled, 288, 289. 

Manuscripts of the early Fathers 
generally few in number, 67, 68; 
those of Cyprian numerous, 68, note ; 
impracticability of corrupting them 
so that all should conspire, 107. 

Marcion, tenets of, 35, 153, 363, 377, 
433, 470, 499, 518, 514, 515; changed 
the title of the Epistle to the Ephe- 
sians, 354. 

Mark, St., the Gospel according to, the 
same now as in the time of Irenseus, 

. 859. 

Marriage, terms in which some of the 
Fathers speak of it accounted for, 
163, 195-200. 

Marriage of the Clergy, not prohibited 
in Origen's time, 95, 96. 

Martyr, the title of, not easily bestowed, 
282, note. 

Martyrdom, a disposition to court it 
not encouraged by the Fathers, 186-- 
190; their language respecting it ac- 
counted for, 190-192 ; instrumental in 
the propagation of the Gospel, 192— 
194; early records of it not to be 
confounded with the fictions of later 
times, 296. ~ 

Mary, the Virgin, language of Irenwus 
respecting, 71-73. 

Matthew, St., the Gospel according to, 
mentioned by name in Clemens 
Alexandrmus, 52; the first chapter 
quoted by Irenreus, 367, 368; the 
genealogy by Clemens, 369. 

Matthias, St., Ireneus refers to the 
election of, 363. 

Matthias, the traditions of, 51, 54. 

Melchizedek, a prophet among the 
nations of the East, 49; a personifi- 
cation of the Saviour, 454. 
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Melito, confirms the doctrine of the 
Athanasian Creed, 407; yet wrote 
concerning the creation and genera- 
tion of Christ, 409; his testimony on 
the Atonement, 419. 

Middleton, Thomas Fanshawe, Bishop 
of Calcutta, interprets 1 Cor. v. 9, 
853 ; confirms a conjecture of Mack- 
night, 355; remarks on the Socinian 
view of Rom. ix. 5, 375, note. 

Millenarians, how far countenanced in 
the Fathers, 162, 163. 

Millennium, Justin believed in the, 
174. 

Milton, John, his opinion of the Fa- 
thers, 16, 17; and of the Reformers, 
17. 

Ministry, the, described by the Fathers 
as consisting of three Orders deriv- 
ing their authority from the commis- 
sion of Christ to his Apostles, 330 ; 
those who withdraw from it considered 
by the Fathers to withdraw from the 
Church, 330, 332. 

Minucius Felix, replies to the charge 
of worshipping the Cross, 44; bears 
testimony to the number of the 
Christians, 226; the incidental pro- 
gress of the Gospel illustrated from 
his Octavius, 233 ; assigns to Ceci- 
lius an insinuation repeated by 
Gibbon, 239; makes him call the 
Christians “homines illicite facti- 
onis,” 278; claims the power of 
exorcism, $17. 

Miraculous powers, difficulty of ascer- 
taining how long they continued in 
the Church, 310; testimony of the 
early Fathers to their continuance, . 
310-320; those of exorcism and 
healing most generally claimed by 
them, 323; and most frequently ex- 
ercised in the Acts, 324, 325; theory 
of Bishop Kaye respecting them, 
327. 

Montanists, pretensions of the, 258, 
359, 189, 490. 

Moses, mistake of Clemens respecting 
his name, 167; he shows that the 
Greeks derived their knowledge from, 
148, 369. 

Mosheim, quotes no authority for the 
repeal of the laws against the 
Christians, 275; referred to by Gib- 
bon, 293; attributes a misapprehen- 
zion to Tertullian, 298; changed his 
opinion respecting Montanus, 489, 
note. 


INDEX. 


Nero, made laws against the Christians, 
275. 

Newcome, William, Archbishop of Ar- 
magh, his translation made the basis 
of the Improved Version, 370. 

Nice, the sixth Canon of the Council 
of, 103. 

Nonjurors, the, represent the old 
Church feeling, 19; renewed Jewel’s 
challenge, 122. 

Novatianus, Cornelius writes to Cy- 
prian concerning, 109; his treatise 
on the Trinity, 159. 

Novitioli, 259. 


Oblation of fine flour, a type of the 
bread in the Eucharist, 446. 

Oblations, spooqopds, applied to the 
Eucharist by Clemens Romanus, 
446, the material elements included 
in them by Justin, 447; by Irenseus, 
448; by Origen, 459. 

Offering, a pure, Mal. i. 11, applied to 
the Eucharist by Justin, 446. 

οἰκονομίαν, 146. 

ὁμολογία, 441. 

ὁμοούσιος, 129. 

Opus operatum, the efficacy of the 
Sacraments not attributed to the, 
440, 464. 

Orders, the Christian ministry de- 
scribed by the Fathers as consisting 
of three, 330. 

Ordination, the mode of transmitting 
the authority conveyed by Christ to 
the Apostles, 330; the prerogative 
of the Bishop, 342, 343. 

Ordinations, not to be held by Bishops 
out of their own Dioceses, 40. 

Oriens, a name of Christ, 458. 

Origen, his opinion on the “ Preaching 
of Peter,” 54; quotes the Epistles 
of Ignatius, 63 ; state of his writings, 
86, 107, 413, 414; they are not in- 
terpolated by the Romanists, 87-99 ; 
his testimony unfavourable to the 
corporal presence, 87,88; to prayers 
in a tongue not understood by the 
people, 88; to the withholding of 
the Scriptures, 89; his views on the 
Disciplina arcani, 91-94; his lan- 
guage clearly opposed to the use of 
images, 94; the celibacy of the 
clergy, 95; the worship of angels, 
97,98; his notion of Purgatory, 99; 
remarks on the Contra Celsum, 100; 
some of his Homilies dictated off- 
hand, 165; his acquaintance with 
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Hebrew limited, 168; his use of al- 
legory, 172 ; his views on martyrdom, 
189, 190; bears testimony to the 
progress of Christianity, 224, 225; 
to the rank of the Christians, 239, 
243; to their character, 261; and 
disinterestedness, 264; to the extent 
of the persecutions, 283; is misre- 
presented by Gibbon, 285; describes 
the different quarters from which 
persecution issued, 286, 299; speaks 
of miraculous powers in his time, 
317-819; appeals to the succes- 
sion, 330, note; gives testimony to a 
ministry of three Orders, 8341; men- 
tions the third Epistle of St. John, 
351; assigns the Epistle to the 
Hebrews to St. Paul, 356-358; as- 
serts the authority of the Gospels, 
362; dates the first Epistle to the 
Corinthians from Ephesus, 374; con- 
sidered the Saviour the chief subject 
of ancient prophecy, 385; confirms 
the Athanasian Creed, 398, 401, 402, 
403, 405, 406, 407, 408 ; his unguarded 
language accounted for, 410-415; 
his testimony on the Atonement, 
423, 424; on regeneration in Bap- 
tism, 436 ; on the Eucharist, 458-461 ; 
on the qualifications of the com- 
municant, 465; on the freedom of 
the will, 32, 468, 505; on the conse- 
quences of the Fall, 479; on the 
necessity of Divine grace, 192; his 
sentiments on election, 504-506; 
ascribes Calvinistic tenets to the 
Valentinians, 505; furnishes a clue 
to the question whether the Jews pos- 
sessed the power of capital punish- 
ment, 520, 


Paley, Archdeacon, thought that the 
Epistle to the Ephesians was written 
to the Laodiceans, 355; dated the 
first Epistle to the Corinthians from 
Ephesus, 375. 

Papias, tells us that Barsabas having 
drunk a poison sustained no hurt, 
298; and that one was raised from 
the dead in Philip’s time, 313. 

Paschasinus, conduct of, at the Council 
of Chalcedon, 103. 

Passover, the, is compared with the 
Passion by Tertullian, 35, 36. 

Patience, necessary to the early Chris- 
tians, 210; Cyprian and Tertullian 
composed essays on it, 211. 

Paul, St., pre-eminence assigned to, by 
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Ireneeus, 37 ; his example in risking 
martyrdom, 192 ; found Italy already 
inhabited by Christians, 231; met 
with different treatment at his two 
_ visits to Rome, 232; dates of his 
release and of his death, 231, note; 
the disturbing effect of Christianity 
shown from his writings, 234; con- 
nection of a passage in his first 
Epistle to the Corinthians, 308 ; 
several visions of his mentioned in 
the Acts, 327; use of the Fathers in 
proving the genuineness of his 
Epistles, 848-350; whether his au- 
tograph was preserved in Tertullian’s 


Lime, 352; whether he was the author © 


of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 355—- 
359; whether any Epistie to the 
Corinthians is missing, 353 ; his first 
Epistle to that Church written from 
Ephesus, 374; use of the Fathers 
in interpreting his Epistles, 510-518. 

Pearson, John, Bishop of Chester, 
defends the Epistle of Barnabas, 58 ; 
was not aware of the second reference 
in Irenseus to Ignatius’ Epistles, 60 ; 
gives instances of their coincidence 
with that of Polycarp, 62; argues 
that the Commentary on the Can- 
ticles was Origen's, 63; asserts the 
competency of Eusebius, 65 ; defends 
Firmilian, 111. 

Pelagianism, the 
charged with, 481. 

Penitents, method of re-admitting, 262. 

Perron, Cardinal, a suggestion of, 
adopted by Daillé, 146. 

Persecution, its effect on the domestic 
relations, 197, 301-305; money given 
to magistrates to buy it off, 256, 289; 
extenuated by Gibbon, 273, 293 ; the 
notion of ten great ones untenable, 
274; continued with some inter- 
missions during the first three cen- 
turies, 278-284 ; proceeded not only 
from the Emperors, but from the 

. Magistrates, 286-289; and the po- 
pulace, 290, 291; details of it in the 
Fathers, 299-301. 

Peter, St., how spoken of by Cyprian, 
39, 106, 111; germ of the undue 
exaltation of, 81, 83; remarks on his 
vision, 326 ; both his Epistles quoted 
by Irenfeus, 349; the second by 
Theophilus, 349, note. 

Peter, the Preaching of, 54, 55; the 
Acts of, δά, 56. 

πεζούς, 253. 


Fathers unjustly 
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Pharaoh, his heart hardened judicially, 
499. 

Philemon, the Epistle of St. Paul to, 
is referred to by Theophilus, 349; 
and Tertullian, 350. 

Philip, St., 313. 

Philo, influence of, on the interpreta- 
tion of Scripture, 172. 

Philocalia of Origen, 64. 

Philpot, John, appealed to antiquity, 
10-12. 

Plato, why referred to by the Fathers, 
48; called the philosopher of the 
Hebrews, 139 ; says a lie is unworthy 
of God, but sometimes profitable to 
men, 149. 

πλήρωμα, 516. 

Pliny, the laws against the Christians 
unrepealed in the time of, 276; re- 
marks on his Letter, 293; mentions 
hymns to Christ, 388. 

Polycarp in his Epistle to the Phi- 
lippians speaks expressly of Igna- 
tius’ Epistles, 61; is quoted by 
Eusebius, 160; an incident at his 
martyrdom, 237; suffered in the 
reign of Aurelius, 282. 

Polycarp, the Martyrdom of, a clause 
id it respecting a dove probably cor- 
rupt, 298. ᾿ 

Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, his 
Epistle to Victor an evidence of the 
progress of Christianity, 227 ; called 
a synod at Ephesus, 254. 

Pontius, the Deacon, his narrative of 
Cyprian’s martyrdom, 294, 205; com- 
mended by Gibbon, 295; mentions 
a vision of .Cyprian, ibid. 

Pope, change in the meaning of the 
word, 144. See Supremacy. 

Porson, Professor, points out an error 
in Gibbon’s History, 223. 

Portio, 250. 

Pothinus, Bishop of Lyons, suffered in 
the reign of Aurelius, 282. 

Prayer Book, the principles of its con- 
struction explained in the Preface, 
4,5; amore direct channel of pri- 
mitive tradition than the Articles, 5; 
the Fathers bear witness to its gene- 
ral style and particular observances, 
125; Lectures on it delivered by the 
author, 346, note. See Ritual. 

Prayers for the dead, grew into mor- 
tuary masses, 82. 

Prayers in a tongue not understood by 
the people inconsistent with the sen- 
timents of Origen, 88. 
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Predestinate, meaning of the, as under- 
stood by Clemens, 501. 

Predestination. See Election. 

Presbyters, how spoken of in Scripture, 
330,331; called Doctores by Hermas, 
$31; this term and that of Bishops 
at first synonymous, 332, 333; yet 
the offices distinct, 334-338, 341; 
number of them at Rome, 334; did 
not act without reference to their 
Bishop, 342. 

Priesthood, a parallel between the 
Jewish and the Christian in Clemens 
Romanus, 331. 

Priestley, Dr. Joseph, his method of 
reading, 28; employed the same ex- 
pedient as Daillé to extinguish evi- 
dence on Christ's Divinity, 67; 
affirms that the doctrine of the 
Atonement is a departure from pri- 
mitive Christianity, £16. 

προεστώς, 340. 

Prometheus of Zéschylus, remark on 
the, 50. 

Promises in Baptism, alluded to by the 
Fathers, 31, 441; sponsors to look 
to their fulfilment, 260. 

πρωτεῖα, 103. 

Vrotestants, principles of, according to 
Daille, 178. 

npwroxabedpia, 337. 

Psalms, the, applied by the Fathers to 
Jesus Christ, 386—888; used in 
Christian assemblies, 388. 

Purgatory, a saying of Jesus preserved 
by Justin opposed to, 70; the lan- 
guage of Ireneus inconsistent with 
a belief of it, 74; as is that of Hip- 
polytus, 85; four passages of Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus supposed to refer 
to it, 80; germ of it in Tertullian, 
83; derived in the first instance 
from heathen philosophy, 99; coun- 
tenanced by Origen, 99; and by Cy- 
prian, yet not so as to satisfy a Ro- 
manist, 115-117. 

Furitans, the, opposed to the respect 
for antiquity, 15; the sympathies of 
the foreign Reformed Churches went 
along with, 20; language of Hooker 
towards, 345. 


Quadratus, addressed his Apology to 
Hadrian, 281. 


Racovian Catechism, statements of the, 
on the Godhead, 392; on the death 
of Christ, 416, 418, 419; on the 
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necessity of faith, 420; on Baptism, 
426, 427; on original sin, 427; on 
the Lord's Supper, 445, 448; on the 
interpretation of St. John, vi. 35, 48, 
51, 453, note. 

Rebellion, the Great, its effect on the 
study of antiquity, 15. 

Reformation, principles of the English, 
5, 8, 9, 178; reverence for antiquity 
a characteristic of, 15. 

Reformation, the stir of the, tempted 
the Romanists to falsify tradition, 107. 

Reformers, the English, appealed to an- 
tiquity, 8-14; Milton’s opinion of, 
17, 18. 

Revelation of St. John, testimony of 
Irenseus to the canonical authority 
of the, 349. 

Revolution, influence of the, on the 
taste for patristic learning, 18. 

Ridley, Nicholas, Bishop of London, 
took higher Church grounds than 
others, 9. 

Ritual, the primitive, exposition of in 
Justin, Tertullian and Irenzus, 138, 
184, 

Romanists, the, have not tampered 
with the writings of the Fathers 
before Cyprian, 69-100; the early 
Fathers little read or regarded by 
them, 101, 103; their corruption of 
Cyprian limited to a few known in- 
stances, 105-108; evidence against 
them in his writings, 109-119. 

Romans, the Epistle of St. Paul to the, 
understood in a sense unfavourable 
to the Calvinistic interpretation by 
Irenseus, 498; and by Origen, 505. 

Routh, Dr. M. J., President of Mag- 
dalene College, Fragments of the 
early Fathers collected by, 24; his 
estimate of them, ibid.; notices a 
fragment of Origen discovered by 
Grabe, 64. 

Rufinus, admits that he misrepresented 
Origen, 86, 107; and modified the 
“ De Principiis,” 414; his version of 
the Homilies on the books of Moses 
generally trustworthy, 459. 


Sacraments, prominence given to the 
Two by Tertullian, 84; by Cyprian, 
118; their administration described 
by Justin, 134; more reverenced in 
the Primitive Church than at present, 
144; depression of them by the So- 
cinians, 426. See Baptism, Eucha- 
rist. : 
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Sacrifice, the Eucharist so called in a 
spiritual sense by Justin, 446; by 
Ireneeus, 448, 449; by Tertullian, 
455; by Hippolytus, 457; by Origen, 
459. 


Saints, what Tertullian meant by, 499. 

Saints’ Days, the Fathers bear witness 
to the early observance of, 125. 

Saints, anniversaries of, mentioned by 
Tertullian, 82; abuses connected 
with, 82. 

Scripture, appealed to in conjunction 
with antiquity by our Church, 6, 79, 
178; by our Reformers, 8, 18; diffi- 
culty of deciding the Canon of, in 
early times, 56; the early Fathers 
favourable to a free circulation of, 
74, 89, 90, 91; represented as the 
authority to appeal to, by Irenrus, 
76; use of the Fathers in settling 
the Canon, 346-359; and in as- 
certaining the substance, 359-364; 
the text, 365-382; the meaning, 
383-521. 

Senior quidam, quoted by Ireneus, 170. 

Septuagint version, the, made known 
the Scriptures to the Gentiles, 49; 
mistake of Justin respecting it, 165; 
reverence in which it was held, 212, 

Serapion, Bishop of Antioch, 227, 228; 
visited Rhossus, 253. 

Serenius Granianus, Proconsul of Asia, 
277, 281. 

Severus, the persecution of the Chris- 
tians continued in the reign of, 282, 

Sibyl, account of the, in Justin, 49. 

Sibyl, the verses of the, quoted by 
Justin and Theophilus, 48; Bishop 
Bull's opinion of their origin, 49; 
made use of by Virgil, 50; their au- 
thority debated by the early Chris- 
tians, ibid. 

‘Simon Magus, statue of, 165; the first 
of the heretics, 395; an uninten- 
tional witness to the doctrine of the 
Trinity, ibid. 

Socinians, the Fathers have been laid 
under contribution by the, 151; adopt 
a rationalistic system of interpreta- 
tion, 384; the Fathers opposed to 
their leading doctrines, 392, 416; 
their numbers increased by the neg- 
lect of the study of the Fathers, 
426; depress the nature and efficacy 
of the Sacraments, ibid.; deny origi- 
nal sin, 427; the study of the Fathers 
a safeguard against their opinions, 
434; differ from the Church of Eng- 
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land on the Lord's Supper in two 
particulars, 445, 

Socrates, language of, on sin after Bap- 
tism, 443. 

South, Dr. Robert, his opinion of Gro- 
tius, 389, 390, note. 

Spectator, coincidence between a pas- 
sage in Clemens and a paper in the, 
246, note. 

Spiritual influence, nature of, according 
to the Fathers, 4905. 

Stephanus, Bishop of Rome, Cyprian 
differed from, 38, 39; language of 
Cyprian towards, 109, 110. 

Suetonius, a passage from his Life of 
Vespasian, 30. 

συναΐδιος, 129. 

Superstition, a motive of persecution, 
290. 

Supremacy, the Papal, objected against 
the Romanists, by Philpot, 11; evi- 
dence against it in the early Fathers, 
37-40; germ of it, 83. 

Susanna, a difficulty in the history of, 
168, 

Symbolical language of Holy Scripture, 
a remark of Origen on the, 391. 

Symbols, the elements in the Eucha- 
rist called, 147, 454. 

Synods of the clergy, frequent in the 
early Church, 254. 


Tatian, gives an account of his conver- 
sion, 24]; mentions the exposure 
of children, 270; his tenets on the 
consequences of the Fall, 470; and 
on the necessity of Divine grace, 484. 

Taylor, Bishop Jeremy, adorned his 
writings by appeals to numberless 
authors, 53; a case of casuistry en- 
tertained by, 149. 

τέκτων, 361. 

τέλειοι, 77. 

Temples of false gods, character of the, 
204, 

θεούς, why so called according to Cle- 
mens, 218. 

Tertullian, appealed to by Grindal, 14; 
information on questions of modern 
controversy in his “De Coron,” 31, 
82; and “ Adv. Marcionem,” 35, 36 ; 
the Confession described by him a 
public act, 42; replies to the charge 
of worshipping the Cross, 44; was 
acquainted with the Epistles of Ig- 
natius, 62; germ of Romish errors 
discoverable in his writings, 82, 88; 
especially in those written after he 
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became a Montanist, 88; the pecu- 
liar tenets of the Romanist contra- 
dicted in others, 83, 84; use of his 
writings in the Arian controversy, 
131; though some passages are liable 
to misconstruction, 130, 151; diffi- 
culty of his style, 140; method of 


‘studying him, 141, 142; his incon- 


sistencies, 154, 155; use of allegory, 
172 ; views on martyrdom, 188, 189, 
192; and appeal to Scapula, 193; 
some of his treatises composed be- 
fore he became a Montanist, some 
after, 198, 224, 228; his treatise “ Ad 
Uxorem” exhibits the forebodings of 
a Christian husband, 198, 199; why 
he denounced certain trades, 201, 
202, 306 ; professions, 203 ; customs, 
205 ; offices, 206; his testimony to 
the wide dispersion of Christianity 
in his time, 223, 224, 254; to the 
rank and wealth of the Christians, 
242, 243, 246, 255; charges the he- 
retics with using arts to swell their 
congregations, 261; reproaches the 
heathen for exposing their children, 
270; his remarks on the laws against 
the Christians, 275, 278, 281; ac- 
count of his Apology, 282; and “Ad 
Scapulam,” 283; mentions the differ- 
ent dispositions of heathen magis- 
trates, 287; details of persecution, 
299, 800; the disturbing effect of 
Christianity on the domestic rela- 
tions, 302, 304; injury to worldly 
prospects, 306; embarrassment in 
legal and commercial transactions, 
308 ; bears testimony to the continu- 
ance of miraculous powers, 316; and 
to the three Orders of the Ministry, 
338 ; refers to St. Paul’s Epistle to 
Philemon, 350; quotes St. Jude, 351; 
what he meant by “ ipsce authenticee 
litter,” 352; the substance of St. 
Paul’s Epistles the same in his time 
as it is now, 363; the controversy on 
1 John v. 7. turns on a passage in 
bis “Adv. Praxeam,” 871; confirms 
the received reading in Acts xx. 28, 
377; and the authorized translation 
in Rom. ix. 5, 380; his testimony to 
the doctrine of the Athanasian Creed, 
398, 399, 408, 404, 405, 406, 407, 
408; though his langtiage is some- 
times unguarded, 409 ; to the Atone- 
ment, 421; the effects of Baptism, 
433; the use of sponsors, 440; the 
obligations of Baptism, 441; his 


sentiments on the Eucharist, i154- 
457; and the obligations of Commu- 
nicants, 464; on the freedom of the 
will, 467; on the consequences of 
the Fall, 473-476; on the necessity 
of Divine grace, 490, 491; on elec- 
tion and predestination, 499; and on 
assurance, 500; explains the New 
Testament with reference to early 
heresies, 513, 514. 

Ter-Sanctus, the Liturgical use of the, 
an evidence of a Trinitarian Creed, 
394. 

Testament, the harmony of the Old 
and the New argued against the he- 
retics, 385. 

Testimony of the Fathers, incidental 
and undesigned, 27, 28; its value 
arising from that circumstance, 33, 
128. 

Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, quotes 
the Sibyl, 48; his mistakes in ety- 
mology, 167; his use of allegory, ‘ 
171; complains that Autolycus was 
unacquainted with Christian writ- 
ings, 239; mentions the Christians 
being stoned, 209; alludes to the 
miracle of raising the dead, 314; 
quotes St. James, 349, note; and St. 
Paul to Philemon, 349; finds types 
of the Trinity and of Baptism in 
Genesis i., 386, 895; his testimony 
on regeneration in Baptism, 429; 
the effects of the Fall, 472; the ne- 
cessity of grace, 484. 

Thomas, St., 230. 

Trades, why certain are denounced by 
Tertullian, 202, 203; those connected 
with idolatry injured by the progress 
of Christianity, 291; some incompa- 
tible with it, 306. 

Tradition, in what sense appealed to 
by Irenseus, 76-78; his views of it 
unfavourable to the modern Church 
of Rome, and agreeing with those of 
the Church of England, 78, 79. 

Tradition, unwritten, eventually grew to 
tradition as the rival of Scripture, 82. 

Trajan, did not repeal, 275; only miti- 
gated the laws against the Christ- 
ians, 276, 278; persecution went on 
in his reign, 281. 

Translations of the Fathers, value of 
early, 68. 

Transubstantiation, a late plantation of 
the Bishop of Rome, 11; testimony 
against it in the early Fathers, 32; 
in Ireneus, 33; in Cyprian, 34, 35, 
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112; in Tertullian, 35; involves the 
worship of the Host, 36; language 
of Justin inconsistent with it, 70; 
passages in Tertullian which contra- 
dict it, 83, note; not held by Hippo- 
lytus, 85: nor by Origen, 87, 88. 
See Eucharist. 

Trinity, testimonies to the doctrine of 
the, 392—406. 

Types, the application of, a trial of faith, 
391, 392. 


Unitarians deny the genuineness of St. 
Matthew's account of the miraculous 
conception, 366. 

Unity of God, the, argued by Irenzus, 
859; testimonies to, 400, 403, 404, 
405, 406. 

Unity of the Church, taught by the 
Fathers, 15; not broken by differ- 
ence of customs, 114. 

Usher, James, Archbishop of Armagh, 
respects the Epistles of Barnabas, 58. 


Valentinians, tenets of the, 30, 153, 
261, 350, 367, 368. 

Victor, Bishop of Rome, remonstrated 
with by Irenseus, 38. 

Visions, mentioned by Tertullian, 315; 
by Cyprian, 320; evidence of them 
not easy to be rejected, 326; their 
frequency in the Acts, 326, 827; 
foretold by Joel, 327. 

Visitation of the sick, the Service for 
the, moves the sick man to make a 
special confession, 41; recalls the 
profession made in Baptism, 442. 


INDEX. 


Walton, Isaac, a well-known passage 
of his Fisherman, 295. 

Waterland, Dr. Daniel, finds room for a 
“ Discourse on Fundamentals,” 157 ; 
his remarks on the allegorical me- 
thod of interpretation, 174; on the 
use of the Fathers in interpreting 
Scripture, 178; on Barbeyrac’s charges 
against Athenagoras, 195; draws his 
vouchers for the Athanasian Creed 
chiefly from Augustine, 397, explains 
what the Fathers meant by the sanc- 
tification of the symbols in the Sacra- 
ments, 4386, 451. 

Wesley, John, revival attempted by, 19. 

Wetstein, John James, his list of vari- 
ous readings on Acts xx. 28, incom- 
plete and inaccurate, 376. 

Will, the freedom of the, asserted by 
the Fathers, 466-169; their state- 
ments on it incompatible with Calvi- 
nistic doctrines, 495, 496. 

Wilson, William, remarks of, on Priest- 
ley, 67; on the testimony of Simon 
Magus to the doctrine of the Tri- 
nity, 395. 

Worship of angels, not favoured by 
Justin, 69; nor by Irenmeus, 75; 
Simon Magus charged with teaching 
it, 84; language of Origen incon- 
sistent with it, 97. 

Worship of Saints, opposed to the 
teaching of Ireneus, 75; views of 
Origen on the, 96, 97. 

Worship of the Virgin Mary, the lan- 
guage of Irenseus not favourable to, 
71-73; nor that of Tertullian, 84. 


Woodfalland Kinder, Printers, Angel Court, Skinner Street, London. 


hey GG 


Digitized by Google 


Digitized by Google 


Digitized by Google 


* . 
ἀταθοι ο-αὶ --- «μὐσ ως. α΄. τς -οὐ κι ς- τς »Ἥῳἠὠὠὠκἀκ κῶς πὸ ς ονοῖκεει..-. οὐ"  Ψ«φὀςν.. οὶ τα -ὧς ςς.«οἰν οτ έν σον“ 


Digitized by Google 


Digitized by Google 


Digitized by Google 


